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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THe Precise number of the thirty-nine Crown cases disposed 
of by Lords Justices Linpiey and Kay has not been published, 
but at least half the number passed before them and were ‘ 
decided. 














Ir wovtp be no matter for surprise if one of the chief clerks 
of the Chancery Judges were to be appointed to the office of 
Taxing Master vacated by the retirement of Mr. Bucxter. 
Such an appointment has been made on one, if not two, previous 
occasions, and the result has been eminently satisfactory. 

















Tue assence from court on Monday and Tuesday last of 
Lords Justices Livptey and Kay was said to be due to their 
occupying their time in considering the revised rules which 
have been for some time in course of preparation. 






















Pn act a ee ee of 125 witness actions for 

© purpose only o or aS ee Se 
Of This panes di 50 will come from the list of . Justice 
Currry, 45 from that of Mr. Justice Norra, 20 from that of 
Mr. Justice Srratine, and 10 from that of Mr. Justice Kexe- 
wich. Lists of the cases from which the 125 actions will 
be selected are exhibited in Room 136, Royal Courts, and 
will remain exhibited until Wednesday, the 26th inst., before 
which day objections to transfer may be carried in. 





Wuen ts court is appointing new trustees of « will or 
settlement it is occasionally asked to vest land by description of 
the In the majority of cases this would be impossible, 
seeing that on the appointment of trustees there is no evidence 
produced to enable the court to describe the lands subject to 
the trust. Were the judges of the Chancery Division to accede 
to such a request a way would be to endless confusion. 
If we are informed, however, there have been occa- 
sional deviations the of m inserting ia the 
vesting order a reference to the subject to the trusts 
of the will or settlement, We venture to think that it will 


not be desirable that vesting by parcels on the appointment 
of new trustees should be bomen adopted, 
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of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council; and that the 
appointment has been made in pursuance of the power given 
by the concluding words of section 1 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, ec. 41, 
which section, after enumerating the ex-officio members of the 
Judicial Committee, enables the Queen, as and when she shall 
think fit, “‘to appoint any two other persons, being privy 
councillors, to be members of the said committee”; and, as 
under section 5 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1887, the 
expression ‘‘high judicial office,” as defined in section 25 of 
the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, is to be deemed to include 
the office of a member of the Judicial Committee, and under 
section 5 (3) the quorum of Lords of Appeal is to be composed 
of not less than three of the following persons, namely, the 
Lord Chancellor, the Lords of Appeal in Ordinary, and “such 
peers as are for the time being holding or have held any of the 
offices described in the Acts as high judicial offices,” Lord 
James, by his appointment to the Judicial Committee, indirectly 
becomes entitled to form one of this quorum. 





Tue Practice Masters’ rule with reference to debenture- 
holders’ actions which has recently been issued (see ante, p. 91) 
raises a somewhat curious question. The rule provides that in 
cases where the company is in process of being wound up the 
action shall be assigned to the judge having jurisdiction in the 
matter of the winding up. Under what authority is a rule in 
this form issued? Ord. 5, r. 9, of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court provides that ‘every cause or matter which shall here- 
after be commenced in the Chancery Division shall be assigned 
to and marked with the name of one of the judges thereof in 
manner hereinafter mentioned”; and then, by sub-rule (a) of 
the same rule, the method of assignment is thus prescribed : 
“ Where the assignment is by writ, it shall be the duty of the 
officer issuing such writ to mark the same with the name of one 
of the judges of the Chancery Division, ¢o whom for the time being 
chambers are attached.” Prior to the issuing of the recent rule 
the course was to assign debenture-holders’ actions to one of the 
judges in the usual way, and then the Lord Chancellor by order 
transferred them to Vacrcnan Wi114Ms, J., as the judge having 
winding-up jurisdiction. How can a mere rule of the Practice 

ters prescribe an immediate assignment of an action in the 
Chancery Division to a judge to whom chambers are not | 
attached? We are not aware that Vavenan Wixwiams, J., as | 
an assistant-judge of the Chancery Division, fulfils the conditions 
of the rule. 





Taz Bux to Amend the Law of Evidence, which has aes 
introduced by the Lord Chancellor, is practically the same as | 
the Bills which have been before the House of Lords in recent 
years. Clause 1 provides that every person charged with an | 
offence, and the wife or husband, as the case may be, of 
the person so charged, shall be 2 competent witness, whether | 
the person so charged is charged solely or jointly with | 
any other person. But a person charged is not to be called | 
as 2 witness without his consent, nor is the wife or hus- | 
band of the person charged to be called as a witness without | 
the consent of the person charged, save where this can already | 
be done under certain Acts which are enumerated in the 
first schedule to the Bill. So far the Vill is the same as the two 
Ville which were introduced last year by Lord Hexscurit and 
Lord Hasexvnr; but, in order to avoid the opposition of the 
Isish members in the House of Commons, it was then pro- 
posed that the measure should not extend to Ireland, a 
rettrictivm =which was strongly opposed by Lord Moxnis. 
This year the Government appear t think it less neces- 
sary % omsider the possibility of opposition in the House 
A Conmeons, and the restriction is omitted, ‘The necessity of 
the prope change in the law is practically beyond question, 
and it is only the inability of the | ees of Commons to deal | 
with the subject which has stood in the way. The Legislature | 
has, indeoi, already fully sAmitted the principle involved. In| 
the case A numerous oflences the m charged is a com- | 
porous witness, and it is hopelessly illogical to let the method | 
A arriving at the truth vary with the nature of the crime. In 
hee h the leeds law Mudents’ Bociety last Docomber 
thee Sard Onancelun daaractorized the present state of the law, 








under which the accuser can choose a form of accusation whig 
will muzzle the accused, as a disgrace to any civilized gy, 
munity, and he spoke with some warmth of the way in whig 
his Bill, after four times passing through the House of Lords 
had been neglected. Having regard to Lord Hatssury’s 
expression of opinion, and to the circumstance that the m 
was assigned a place as one of the Government Bills mentj 
in the Queen’s Speech, there seems to be a fair chance of ty 
matter at length being settled. 





In connection with the surrender of the charter of th, 
Imperial British East Africa Company an interesting questi 
has arisen as to the rights of the holders of the founders’ shang 
The capital of the company was £2,000,000, divided inp 
100,000 ordinary shares of £20 each. The founders’ shang 
were additional, and they involved no liability to make any om. 
tribution to capital, but they conferred on the holders a right 
participate in dividends. A deed of settlement was executed in 
1889, in pursuance of the charter which had been granted ip 
1888, and by the deed provision was made for the distributig, 
of the proceeds of the company’s assets in the event of it 
operations coming to an end. In the case of a voluntary ligu. 
dation the directors were to dispose of the property, and, after 
payment of debts, distribute the surplus among the shareholdey 
according to their respective interests in the capital. Since the 
holders of the founders’ shares had no interest in the capital, 
they would in such an event take nothing. But the clause in 
question went on to provide that, in the event of a voluntay 
sale of the undertaking of the company, one-twentieth ot 
the purchase-money, after payment of all debts and liabilities, 
should go to the holders of founders’ shares. Acting under the 
powers of the charter, the company spent some £450,000 in de 
veloping the territory placed under their control ; but ultimately, 
as is well known, it became necessary for them to surrender 
their charter and dispose of their property, and the terms m 
which this should be done were the subject of prolonged nego- 
tiation. It was finally arranged that the company should 
receive a sum of £250,000, of which £200,000 was paid by the 
Sultan of Zanzibar and £50,000 by the British Government 











In this sum the holders of founders’ shares have claimed 
participate, upon the footing that the transaction was a voluntary 
sale of the undertaking. Voluntary Vavcnan Witi1ams, 4, 
admits it to have been, notwithstanding the pressure of political 
necessity to which it was due ; but he has rejected the contention 
that there was a sale of the “undertaking.” This implies the 
sale of a going concern, including an allowance for goodwill, 
and had this been the nature of the arrangement the holdem 
of founders’ shares would have a fair claim on the purchas 
money in respect of their right to participate in profits. But 
since the sale was only of the property of the company, the 
‘‘undertaking ” at the same time coming to an end, the p 
simply represented capital, and the holders of founders’ shares 
were excluded. 





Tux ture Kilburn omnibuses which were standing, with 
horses and drivers, in the judges’ yard at the Royal Courts ol 
Justice last Saturday aroused much curiosity. Were the 
officials going for their annual ‘bean feast’? No; the 
omnibuses were waiting for the judge. Students may have 
heard of Moser’s learned monograph on an amba : 
Recht mit seche Pferden zu fahren, and at the first blusk 
might have thought a similar right of the judiciary w# 
exemplified here. Inquiry would at once have shown the erro 
of such hypothesis. ‘Che omnibuses were only waiting to 
looked at, or, to speak more technically, viewed. F 
“views” by the judge were not favoured in the Oourt @ 
Chancery or the Chancery Division, In Leech v. Schweder(@ 
W. It. 292) Juseun, M.R., gave elaborate reasons why he did a 
think it desirable that in a light and air case the judges 
view the premises. “ First,” he said, ‘a judge of the Courta 
Chancery could not go and view premises which might b 
situate in the country without interfering with his ordinary duties 
Becondly, the case of a judge differedSfrom that of o ju. 
There wore twelve men on a jury, so that any pore: 
any one of thom would be counterbalanced by the absence of ta 
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jarity in the case of others; whereas a judge might be a 

old mau, or might possess defective vision, so as to be 
unable to perceive a considerable obstruction of light, or might 
be colour blind, as more people were than was commonly sup- 
; so that it would not be safe to rely on every judge 

ing the same qualification for a view as an ordinary jury. 

irdly, if there should be an appeal from the decision of the 
judge on the question of fact, it would be impossible to tell 
how far the decision turned on the ‘view,’ and how far on 
the evidence ; and if it should be said that the Court of Appeal 
might view the premises, the reply would be that the Court of 
Appeal could not view the premises on the same or even on 
exuctly the same kind of day, whether fair or cloudy, as the 
day on which the judge of first instance had viewed the premises.” 
These appear to be strong reasons against the practice in 
the class of cases referred to; but in 1883 it was provided by 
ord. 50, r. 4, that a judge by whom any cause or matter may be 
heard or tried, with or without a jury, or before whom any 
cause or matter may be brought by way of appeal, may inspect 
any property or thing concerning which any question may arise 
therein. 








Tux curious point in the case of Wilkins v. Wilkins, which 
Barnes, J., declined to touch, has been very ingeniously settled 
by the Court of Appeal. The facts, which we have already 
noticed (ante, p. 188) may be shortly stated asfollows. GzorcE 
Rickard married Emma Hanp in 1854. In 1858 he went to 
America, and was not heard of again till 1895. In 1865 Mrs. 
RickarD, supposing her husband to be dead, went through the 
ceremony of marriage with Jonn Witxrns. In 1883 Mr. and 
Mrs. WILKINs separated, and a deed was executed under which 
the wife was to receive twelve shillings a week. All this time 
there had been no suspicion of the second marriage being other 
than perfectly valid ; but when in 1894 Mrs. WILKrns, complain- 
ing of her second husband’s misconduct, petitioned for a judicial 
separation, he replied by alleging that her first husband had 
been alive at the date of the marriage in 1865, and asked for a 
declaration that the marriage was null and void. Upon these 
suits coming on for hearing in January, 1895, the jury found 
that Witxrys had committed adultery, and that at the time of 
the second marriage Rickarp was dead. Hence the court made 
a decree for judicial separation. A few months later unex- 
paloma was thrown on the affair by the reappearance of 

CKARD, and Wixxins accordingly again presented a petition 


extent. We have had cases relating to the ground under a tree 
in Hyde-park (Doggett v. Catterns), to a stool and umbrella on a 
racecourse (Bowes v. Fenwick), to a cricket or recreation ground 
(Reg. v. Cook), wooden structures with desks (Shaw v. Morley)— 
all of which were alleged to be “places” within the Act, and 
all of which were held to be so except the spot in Hyde-park 
dealt with in Doggett v. Catterns. But this case was decided, 
not under section 3, which makes the keeping of a place for 
betting of a certain kind illegal, but under section 5, and the 
question was whether the defendant in that action was owner or 
occupier of = — in — This prevents the Hyde- 
park case from being strictly in point where proceedings are 
being taken under section 3. In Phe case decided last week 
the bookmaker who was charged before the justices, and 
obtained the benefit of the doubt which the cases raised in 
their minds, had selected a somewhat novel locality for the 
exercise of his calling. Day after day he was to be found 
in the space between two wooden stays which supported 
an advertisement hoarding on a piece of waste land by 
the riverside at Stockton-on-Tees. Was thisa “place”? It 
was certainly not walled in, or even surrounded by a chalk line, 
but Lryptey and Kay, L.JJ., who decided the appeal, held that 
it was sufficiently ascertained or ascertainable to bring it within 
the section ; and few (except the betting fraternity) will be dis- 
posed to think their view contrary either to the Act or to the 
current of the previous decisions or to common sense. Cariously 
enough, as we notice elsewhere, a few days after Liddell y. Loft- 
house was decided, Currry, J., had to consider incidentally the 
same point in a partnership dispute between bookmakers in 
which the defence of illegality was set up. 





THE casE of TZhwaites v. Coulthwaite (reported elsewhere), 
which was an action by a turf commission agent or bookmaker 
for an account of a bookmaking partnership, apparently marks 
the first appearance of the bookmaker, as such, in the Chancery 
Division. The substantial defence was that the i 

business came within the prohibition of the Betting Act, 1853, 
and was illegal, so that the court, on well-known principles, 
ought not to intervene. The application of the Act has been 
the subject of frequent litigation in the courts of common 
law, the latest case being Liddell v. Lefthowse, reported and 
noticed elsewhere ; but the early case of Doggett v. Catierns 
(18 W. R. 160, Ex. Ch., #&. 390, 19 C. B. N. S. 765), im 
the Exchequer Chamber, shews conclusively that a betting 


for nullity of marriage. On this occasion Rickarp appeared in | business may be carried on without contravening the statute. 


court, and his identity with the lady’s first husband was estab- 


The main question, therefore, in the recent case was as to the 


lished; but in bar of Wrrxts’ claim to relief the verdict | legality or illegality of the manner in which the parties in- 
of the jury in the first case was set up by way of | tended that the business should be carried on. The 

estoppel. In this state of affairs Barnes, J., left Wi-xrys | were not the owners or ocoupiers of any house, office, room, or 
te go to the Court of Appeal and ask for a new trial of his first | other place for the purpose of their betting business, and no 
mit; but, as the time for applying for a new trial had elapsed, | case could be made on section 1, but the question was whether 
he had first to obtain an extension of time. Such an extension | they had used a “ ” for betting within the meaning of section 
it was clearly proper under the circumstances to allow, but ord.|3. ‘“ What,” said Currry, J., “isa place for the purposes of 
64, r. 7, which confers —_ the court generally the power of | betting within the meaning of the Act of 1853? It is obvious, 


enlarging any time fixed 


y the rules, enables the power to be | whether a man is betting or not betting, he must be in a place. 
the 


exercised upon such terms as the justice of the case may / But on the construction put upon the Act it is plain that 


require. In the present case the consequence of setting aside 


word ‘ place’ there is not used in its most general sense. . . . 


the verdict of the jury would have been to deprive the lady of | A place, to be a place within section 3, must be in some sense 
aay claim to support against the man who had been recognized | fixed and ascertained ; but the courts have wisely declined to de- 
wher husband since 1865. Hence, to avoid this result, the | fine a meaning, the Legislature havi iven no definition beyond 
Court of Appeal made it a condition for extending the time | such as is afforded by the context, @ court has to y the 
that Wrixivs should continue the allowance secured by the | Act to the circumstances of each particular case.” ® wit- 





deed of 1883, increasing the amount, however, to £1 a week, | nesses displayed extensive and peculiar knowledge as to the 
Since he was prepared to comply with this condition, the verdict | conduct of their business by bookmakers in Tattersall’s en- 
and decree in the first suit were by consent set aside, and | closures at race meetings; the interesting result of which was to 

*KARD has the satisfaction of knowing that he is now fully | satisfy the learned judge that the business of bookmaking could 
entitled to pass as a living man in this country. Otherwise, he | be carried on in Tattersall’s enclosures without violatag the 


Act, though the bu-iness might sometimes be carried on there 





| 


by stealth in violation of the rules of the place, and alsa, it 
/ would appear, of the law of the land. It was held, on the 


Tax casz of Liddell v. Lofthouse (reported in another column) | evidence, that the plaintiff did not intend that the dasines 


Aot, 1853, Time after time a disoussion has been 
as to whether the place in which to carry on yng be 
must be ciroumscribed and defined, and, if so, to w 





makes an addition to the long series of decisions — the should > oarried on illegally by eee s Os mae = 
Jetting | races and was the active partner at 
iNegality could not be sustained; and, no other legal or equit. 
able impediment being s the plaintiff was entitied to 
and obtained the us for an account of the profits. 
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Sucn an astonishing amount of learning and erudition was 
imported into the case of Cochrane v. Exchange Telegraph Co. 
(re elsewhere) that it bade fair to become the leading 
authority on monopolies and telegraphs generally. But, alas, 
as so often happens when the master bowman cleaves the mark, 
there is very little mark to cleave. The plaintiff argued that 
the Postmaster-General was a monopolist, and therefore his 
licensee was a monopolist and owed the public corresponding 
duties. A glance at the Telegraph Act, 1869, shews that 
licences are exceptions from the monopoly rights of the Post- 
master-General, and not partial transfers of those rights. A 
licensee has neither the rights nor the duties of a monopolist. 
Then again, although section 41 of the Telegraph Act, 1863, 
provides that every telegraph of the company shall be open for 
the messages of all persons alike without favour or preference, 
it appears at once on examination that the Act only applies to 
companies authorized by special Act of Parliament to construct 
and maintain telegraphs. This does not, of course, include 
companies merely registered under the Companies Act, 1862. 
An attempt to make the Act of 1863 apply to all telegra 
companies, as defined by the Act of 1869, on the ground that 
the latter Act incorporates the former, was unsuccessful. A 
similar argument was addressed to the Court of Appeal in 
Wandsworth Board of Works vy. United Telephone Co. (32 W. R. 
776, 13 Q. B. D. 905), and was unanimously rejected; but the 
courage of litigants is unbounded. The point is most admirably 
and clearly stated and dealt with in the judgment of Sreruen, 
J., which is fully set out in 32 W. R.776. As Sreruen, J., 
was reversed on another point, it was probably considered best 
to omit the unreversed part of his judgment in the Zaw Reports, 
and to leave the point to the somewhat cavalier treatment of 
the Court of Appeal. 








MORTGAGES OF SHIPS. 


A REGISTERED first mortgage of a ship places the mortgagee, so 
long as there is value in the ship for his money, in a position of 
great security. He is safe against the possibility of any other 
ineumbrancer gaining priority over him (Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894. s. 33), he has an absolute power to dispose of the 
= (section 35); while, on the other hand, he does not incur the 
i of an owner (section 34). But the position of a 
under an unregistered mortgage is very different, 
and, though he is not now debarred from enforcing his security 
altogether, he is always subject to the risk of being postponed 
to su mortgages which may be placed on the register ; 
and, as decided by Vavcusx Wiiiisus, J., in the recent case of 
Black ¥. Williams (43 W. 3. 346; 1895, 1 Ch. 408), this effect 
is not avoided by the circumstance that the subsequent mort- 
engee has notice of the prior equitable charge. 
b even this scanty recognition of unregistered mortgages 
is only due to the more recent Merchant Shipping Acts. The 
policy of the older statutes was to invalidate entirely all 
dealings with ships, whether by way of sale or of mortgage, 
which were not in the required form and duly entered on the 
To go back no further than the Ship Registry Act, 
1645 (5 & 9 Vict. c. 69), it was provided by section 34 of that 
statute that property in 2 ship was to be transferred by bill of 
sale containing 2 recital of the certificate of registry of the ship, 
Oherwise the transfer was not to be “ valid or effectual for any 
me Whatever, either in law or in equity”; and by section 37 
the till of sale was not effectual to pass the property in the ship 
until it had been registered. No separate form was provided 
for mortgages, but it was enacted ‘section 45) that where a 
teaneler of 2 ship was made only as security for payment of a 
dct an entry was t be made on the register that the transfer 
was by way of mortgage. Consequently the statutory require- 
ments at to transler on sale wore applicable aleo to transfers by 
way A mortgage. They must be in proper form and be regi 
toned, herwie they were without eflect both at law in 
To Upm thie Act it wae held, in UeCalmont v. Rankin 
20.M&G. 494,, that notice of an unregistered agreement 
remy ting & whey aA wh fleet « subleojuent registered transteres 
for value. tyesking A this and of previous Acts, Lord fy, 
Lawnsusn, C., wih: “~ The whole trame of the Aats negatives any 














uity arising out of the doctrine of notice. I apprehend 
pangs of construction, both in law and equity, is That in - 
to have a good title you must have an effectual transfer at Jay, 
If you have an effectual transfer at law, it is just as effectual jp 
equity.” 

The Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104 
differed from the Registry Act of 1845 in that while it contin 
with certain alterations, the provisions as to registry of transfer 
and mortgages, it did not expressly declare void bills of sale not 
in proper form and not registered. By section 55 bills of sal 
of ships were to be in the form in the schedule, and section 6§ 
contained a similar provision as to mortgages, these being now 
treated as a distinct species of instrument ; but there were no 
words corresponding to those in the Act of 1845 making a bill 
of sale or mortgage which did not comply with the statutory 
requirements ineffectual for all purposes. The effect of this 
omission was considered in Liverpool Borough Bank v. Turner (\ 
John. & Hem. 159), where there was an unregistered contract tp 
assign, when required, an interest in a ship as security for past 


ph | and future advances ; and it was held by Woop, V.C., that, not 


withstanding the omission, the Legislature had shewn no inten- 
tion to alter the policy of the previous Acts. The question, he 
said, was whether the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, was, 
having regard to the omission of the words in question, to be 
considered as mandatory, or merely directory, with respect to the 
mode which it prescribed for carrying contracts into effect, 
because, ‘if the Legislature enacts that a transaction must be 
carried out in a particular way, the words that otherwise it shall 
be invalid at law and in equity are mere surplusage. Regardi 
the clause as mandatory, the ge ped can pass in the 
specified, and in that only.” In the result, and especially upon 
consideration of the principles of public policy involved in the 
strict construction of the requirements as to registration, Woop, 
V.C., held that the Act in respect of these was mandatory, and 
hence that the unregistered agreement in question was void, 
The same view was taken on appeal by Lord OCampseztt, 0. (2 
D. F. & J. 502), and here again considerations of public policy 

revailed. ‘‘A disclosure of the true and actual owners of every 

ritish ship,” said the Lord Chancellor, ‘‘is considered to be of 
the utmost importance with a view to the commercial privileges 
which British ships are entitled to, and still more with a viewto 
the proper use and the honour of the British flag. To acknow- 
ledge the title of a totally different set of owners from that 
represented in the register would, I think, be at variance with 
the policy, and a violation of the enactments, of the Legis 
lature.” 

But this construction of the Act of 1854, whether it was in 
accordance with the intention of the Legislature or not, was far 
too inconvenient in practice to be acquiesced in, and section 3 of 
the Merchant Shipping Act Amendment Act, 1862, was passed 
for the express purpose of securing the recognition of equitable 
interests in ships. Savings were introduced in favour of the 
provisions of the Act of 1854 for keeping notices of trusts off 
the register, in favour of the absolute power of disposition 
conferred on registered owners and mortgagees, and in favour 
of the exclusion of unqualified persons from the ownership of 
British ships ; but, subject to these savings, it was provided that 
interests arising under contract or other equitable interests 
might be enforced by or against owners and mortgagees of ships 
in the same manner as in the case of any other 
property. The effect of this enactment was to validate 
unregistered dealings with ships, whether by way of sale # 
mortgage, as against the owner and as against 
subsequently claiming through him who did not place their title 
on the register. viqiee there a no duty pee on & 

agee to register his mortgage, like the duty im on 6 
amines to — his bill of sale. Consequently he is na 
liable for any caused to persons subsequently advancing 
money in consequence of his mortgage not being on the 
register, nor, by reason merely of such loss, is he liable # 
he postponed to them, ‘This was determined, and the nature of 
an unregistered mortgage discusmed, in the judgmont delivered 
by lanpiey, J,, in Keith vy. Burrows (1 O, p B. 722), There 
an asignes of freight claimed to hold it against a Be 


unregistered mortgage, the assignee having searched the r 


and satistied himself there was no registered charge at the tim 
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eo 
yhen he advanced money on the freight. It was held that the 


unregistered. had all the ordi incidents of a mort- 
save that it did not confer a legal title and was liable to 
fa ed to any mortgage appearing on the register. It 


upon the m ee the ownership of the ship, subject 
joaright of redemption in the mortgagor; and it confers upon 
the mortgagee the right to take possession. When he takes 
possession he is entitled to the freight as part of his security, 
and hence in the case in question the unregistered mortgagee 
yas preferred to the assignee of the freight. 

An unregistered mortgage having attained tais measure of 

ition, an attempt was madein Black vy. Williams (supra) 
to place it in a still better position, and to obtain for it priority 
over a subsequent registered mortgage taken with notice. But 
formidable difficulty in the way of this contention was pre- 
sented by section 69 of the Act of 1854, which provides that 
where there is more than one registered mortgage of the same 
ip “the mortgagees shall, notwithstanding any express, 
implied, or constructive notice, be entitled in priority one over 
the other, according to the date at which each instrument is 
yoorded in the register books, and not according to the 
date of each instrument itself.” In terms this provision only 
applies for the purpose of determining priority as between 
registered mortgages; but it would be absurd to regulate 
ngistered mortgages solely by order of registration, notwith- 
sanding any notice a subsequent mortgagee may have had of a 
prior mortgage then unregistered, and at the same time to let 
smortgage which remained unregistered retain priority over a 
registered mortgage on the ground of notice. To do so, as 
Yavonan Witiiams, J., pointed out, would be to say that it 
was better to possess an equitable title than a statutory legal 
title, and he did not believe that the Act of Parliament meant 
orcould have meant anything of the sort. Hence he held that 
where mortgagees of ships took with notice of debentures 
charging the ships, but secured themselves by registration, they 
had priority over the debenture-holders. 

The law as expounded in the above cases does not appear to 
have been affected by the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. Sections 
Mand 31 reproduce the requirements that registered bills of 
sale and sangngee shall be in the required form; but equit- 
able interests and the validity of unregistered mortgages are 
ty by the re-enactment in section 57 of section 3 of 

Act of 1862, while section 56, re-enacting section 43 of 
the Act of 1854, prevents notice, as was decided in Black v. 
Williams, from having an effect prejudicial to a registered 
nortgage. 








THE OTHER SIDE OF THE QUESTION AS TO 
ORIGINATING SUMMONSES. 


Tae very able articles on the subject of etlgiosting summonses 
which have recently ap in your columns will no doubt receive 
due consideration at the hands of the revisers of the Rules of the 
e Court. The jurisdiction by originating summons covers so 
a field (particularly in the Chancery Division), and has proved 
fsuch great value, that it is desirable that the advocated 
by the writer should be looked at from all points of view. I make 
t apologies, therefore, for submitting for the consideration of your 

some objections to his pro 8 which occur to me. 
Tn considering proposal to abolish the originating summons, it is 
mt unimportant to glance very briefly at its history, All who were 
with the praciice of the old Court of Chancery are aware that 
this method of procedure is no creature of the Judicature Acts, but 

das in force ever since the year 1852, and owes its i 
Procedure Act. It is true that the jurisdiction has of late 
tly extended—(1) under the Rules of 1883, ote very 

weful provisions of ord. 55, rr. 3-5, which have done more 
a eg to free the Chancery Division from the reproach of need- 
les delay and 6 caused to the suitors of the court by the use- 
ess accounts and costly inquiries which were the too constant 
fatures of proceedings for administration under the ol tice ; (2) 
ithe introduction in 1885 of the power to obtain is chambers 
trders for foreclosure or ‘redemption (ord, 55, r, 5a), We have 
erefore to deal with a mode of procedure which has done good 
tvice for a poriod of nearly fifty yoara, Very strong grounda 
to be shewn for interfering with practice so | established, 
with the detaile of which practitioners are so familiar, 

T do not at all share the writer's views that it is desirable to 
as far as possible all methods of procedure, On the con- 





——— 

trary, there seem to me good reasons for holding that where 
sentsliies om iatentel to te enim in chambers 
should be a distinct and separate practice applicable to such pro- 


required to appear the proceedings shall be comm 
instead of hy elpasiing somes: Oe Wares oe Se. Oras 
ing twofol a) because of the expense incurred in amending 
originating summonses, and (2) because such summonses are not 
available for service out of the jurisdiction. With regard to the 
first point, the figures given by the writer as to the cost 
ments are sufficiently striking. Is it clear, however, that the course 
proposed will provide a remedy? It must not be f 
very many of the amendments now required will be just as necessary 
if a writ be substituted for a summons. For example, one of the 
most frequent reasons for amendment is to be found im the fact that 
in dealing with applications under ord. 55, r. 3, parties not before 
the court are required to be added. And, again, nobody with any 
accurate knowl of the subject can be unaware that blunders in 
the titles of summonses under the Settled Land Acts are of daily 
occurrence. No alteration in the existing practice could possibly 
obviate the necessity of amending the initiating process (be it writ 
or be it summons) in cases such as these, which must be classed as 
necessary amendments. That there is any “ official practice of requir- 
ing the form of the originating summons itself to be in the precise form 
of the order to be y made by the court” is newsto me. Sucha 
requirement appears wholly unintelligible, having regard to the 
language of ord. 54, r. 9. Amendments insisted on under any such 
idea are unnecessary amendments. If, indeed, in any quarter such 
oT - ” exists, the sooner it is put an end to the better, 
and, if n , by express provision. 
a oe igin i seamen sarees pth ol 
iction,no doubt, affordssomeargumentin favour ‘ 
though it is a far more serious grievance that notice of a judgment or 
order cannot be so served. Unfortunately, no soall part of the recent 
friction in connection with originating summonses is due to this very 
question of foreign service: When the Rules of November, 1583, 
were providing for service abroad of (inter alia) originati 
summonses, it was found that the form of summons must be al 
to accord with that of a writ, and machinery for issuing, &c., had to 
be devised, which added considerably to the cost. It is not necessary 
to enter at any length into the reasons for this. Those of your 
readers who are curious on the point will find the whole matter fully 
explained in your columns at the time (35 
. 93), The unfortunate hi of the rule is 
e price which the suitors paid 
the shape of extra costs was not i 
the privilege. They have lost the privilege, whilst Ay me to 
pay the penalty. 
once more address themselves to 
service out of the jurisdiction, even if the operation of 
the subject be not extended to Scotland ? 
which the inability to serve out of the jurisdiction causes 
aster euneiens Ss Seah ee SUMMONSES as 
on that account a dislocation of practice, i 
cases parties can proceed by way of writ. 
allowing foreign service, it is very 
originating summons in existence before 
should be restored. It would be even 
under which the summons was issued in 
though in that case some device would have to 
> the judges of the Chancery i 
poo that for an originating summons 
ief sought there should be substituted a writ, 
i summons asking for relief, cannot be 
Rye de genes handy way ot obtaining a 


JESSEL in the case of Re Birkett (27 W. R. 1635, 9 Ch. 
which the procedure under ord. 55, r. 3, 

It is scarcely necessary to point out 
cated to be put in force, a set 
framed, and possibly a special form of writ prescribed, so 
the trouble and expense which migh’ 
obstructive defendant demanding a statement of claim. 
world also have to be made that ta esses where, under the pruaat 
practice, an order made on an onder, 
an order made on the chamber summons 
tinal—a somewhat singular result of an order made on an ordinary 
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summons ! 

The writer has the courage of his opinions, and proposes that bis 
remedy shall be ap: even to the case of originating summonses 
under atatute, He ay to think that the question is ame af fora 
merely, ith great deference, I think that he has mot apprehended 
all the questions in . fe re of Oh vecmens See 
tion of the court is to obtain withou relief which thers 


wise have to be obtained by action, A progveding commenced by 
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writ is, by virtue of section 100 of the Judicature Act, 1873, an action. 
Once substitute a writ for an originating summons, this result follows— 
an application which the Legislature intended should be made with- 
out action can only be made by action. Thus A. pays into court 
under the Trustee Act a sum of money in his hands, for the express 
purpose of avoiding an action; heimmediately finds himself party to 
an action for obtaining payment of the fund out of court. Again, to 
take another very familiar example. Applications under the Trustee 
Act, 1893, for the appointment of new trustees are of everyday 
occurrence ; sometimes with respondents, as often with none. The 
writer, seeing the impossibility of prescribing a writ where there are 
no parties to be served, suggests the retention in such cases of the 
originating summons. Surely it would be a most glaring anomaly that 
an order to appoint a trustee in the one case should be an order made 
in an action, and in the other case should be an order made ina 
matter not being an action. Yet that would be the result. 

The whole subject is one on which different opinions may well be 
held; but, for my own part, I am unable to see that there are any 
defects in the existing procedure which cannot be cured by rules of 
court. The balance of convenience appears to me to be in favour of 
the retention of the present mode of originating proceedings in cham- 
bers, rather than in recourse to new methods. 

CHARLES BURNEY. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


HovseE oF Lornps.—The following Bills, brought in by the Lord 
Chancellor, have been read a first time: Bill to amend the law of 
evidence ; Bill for the citation of sundry Acts of Parliament. 

Hovse or Commons.—Among the Bills which have been intro- 
duced and read a first time are the following: Bill to amend the 
procedure of the Liverpool Court of Passage (Mr. BicHam); Bill to 
provide for the appointment of judicial trustees, and otherwise to 
amend the law respecting the administration of trusts and the liability 
of trustees (Sir Howarp VINCENT); Bill to amend the law respecting 
the transfer and exercise of Church patronage, and the admission to 
and avoidance of benefices, and to further amend the Pluralities Acts 
Amendment Act, 1585 (Viscount CRANBORNE); Bill for the re- 
demption of the tithe rent-charge in England and Wales (Colonel 
Lockwoop); Bill to amend the law relating to the rating of here- 
ditaments containing machinery (Mr. Tomiinson); Bill to amend 
the law relating to mining easements (Mr. ATHERLEY-JONEs); Bill 
to enable accused persons and their wives to give evidence in all cases 
determinable by justices (Mr. H. D. GREENE); Bill for the creation 
of a court of criminal appeal in certain cases (Mr. PICKERSGILL) ; 
Bill to provide for the payment of jurors (Mr. Lioyp MorGan). 
There are also several Bills relating to the tenure and acquisition of 
land. 

Boarps or CoyxciiiaTion.—A Bill to confer additional powers on 
boards of conciliation and arbitration has been introduced by Sir 
ALBEET ROLLIT, and read 2 second time in the House of Commons. 
Clause 3 provides that any board, established either before or after 
the passing of the Act, which is constituted for the purpose of 
settling disputes between employers and workmen by conciliation and 
arbitration, and which consists of any number of persons repre- 
senting employers and workmen in equal proportions, may apply to 
the Board of Trade for registration as 4 conciliation board. A con- 
ciliation board registered under the Act is to furnish such returns, 
reports of its proceedings, and other documents as the Board of 
Trade may from time to time require. By clause 5 proceedings for 
the settlement of disputes between employers and workmen through 
2 conciliation board are to be conducted in accordance with the a 
st out in the «hedule to the Act. Conciliation boards, and 
arbitrators and umpires appointed under the Act, are to have power 
to examine witnesses om oath (clause 6), and the attendance of wit- 
nesses may be compelled by writ of subpoma (clauses 7 and 8); but 
the prowedings before arbitrators or 4 conciliation board are not to 
be admissible in evidence in an action, and no member or official of 
2 comeiliation board or other person is to be compellable in an action 
give evidence, or to produce any worrespondence or document, 

Z to proceedings under the Act (clause 9). The effective 
part of the Will is contained in causes 13 and 14, The 
former provides that “where the parties to any labour or 
trade dinyute arising out of an existing agreement, enforceable 
at Jaw, have sagrel im writing to submit the matters to 
attitration under the Act, the award om such eulmission shall be 
Sita aaa may,on the spplication of either of the parties, if the 
High Court of « judge shall approve, be enforced in the same manner 
a6 @ judgment or order A the High Court to the same effect; bnt 
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| 
agreed in writing to submit to arbitration under the Act any question 
dealing with the rate of future wages, or price of labour or workmg,. 
ship, and have each deposited with the board of conciliation agg, 
of money to be forfeited by way of penalty in the event of a brea 
of the award, then the board shall insert in the award aclauge 
viding that such penalty shall, upon breach by either party, be paid 
over to the other party. Clause 15 excludes the provisions of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, from arbitrations under this Act. 


REVIEWS. 
PATENTS. 


HanDy GUIDE TO PATENT LAw AND Practice. By G. F. Eweny, 
LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 


This is a useful and well-written little handy book, but we cay 
hardly feel as sanguine as the author appears to be that the partof 
it which deals with non-litigious matters contains sufficient inform. 
tion to enable any capable person to dispense with profession] 
assistance, or that the part of it which deals with litigation contains 
sufficient information to enable a solicitor, without further assistang 
from books, to conduct any kind of patent action. The pitfalls whic 
encompass the law and practice of letters patent are so numerous and 
frequently so obscure, that we should question the wisdom of anyone, 
not an expert, who ventured to dispense with all assistance but what 
is to be found here. This is a doubt which is founded on the nature 
of things, and not on any distrust of the author’s ability, which has 
enabled him to produce a short and compendious treatise containing 
a considerable amount of valuable and well-digested information. 
Considerations of space are probably accountable for the absence of 
any print of the Acts and rules, such as we usually expect to find in 
a book of this kind; but although most, if not all, of the material 
provisions can be picked out of the text, it is very trying fors 
searcher to be deprived of the opportunity of referring to any copy ot 
the Acts as a whole. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Metropolitan Sanitation, with Appendix containing the Public 
Health Act, 1891, &. By W. Herpert Daw, F.S.1. Frank P. 
Wilson, Feiates Gazette Office. 

Report of the Eighteenth Annual Meeting of the American Bar 
Association, held at Detroit, Michigan. Philadelphia: Dano Printing 
and Publisbing Co. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
REG. v. INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—You reported this case in the WEEKLY Reporter, Vol. 43, 
p. 687, on the refusal of the Divisional Court to grant a mandamu 
against the Incorporated Law Society, and I observe in your review 
of the work of Messrs. Trevor and Lake that you discuss the case 
(SoriciTors’ JOURNAL, p. 208, of this year). ; 

The case was before the Court of Appeal on the 10th inst., and # 
confirmed the decision of the Divisional Court upon the technical 
point that a mandamus will not lie against the society, but held ths 
the conduct of the solicitors, after refusal by the committee to bring 
in a report, could be brought before the court on motion (ante, 
261). That course I have now adopted, and the motion has bea 
set down for hearing, which will raise the question whether or not the 
committee are justified in refusing to direct any inquiry herein on 
merits. 

As it was stated in court that the names of the solicitors should ad 
be mentioned, I subscribe myself 

London, February 13th. THE PETYTIONzR. 


(The above letter was received too late for publication last week— 
Ep. 8. J.) 
~ 
THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—I am sure that the solicitors’ branch of the legal profesie 


will agree with me in thinking that more than a reasonable time 
elapsed for the filling up of the wppointment rendered vacant by t 
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there is 2 proves exuding the power of « wmeiliation board to fix 
a rate A tntare wages. of @ lature price of labour or workinanship, 
save witier the provisions A dause 14. 


retirement of Mr. Buckley, one of the Chancery taxing master; 
and it is now time to insist on the necessary ae being 
I way insist courteously and advisedly, as the suitors pay the foes out 


a The latter clause provides \ which the necessary salary in provided and paid, and in consequea® 
, heat if tA oF all the parties to any labour or trade dispute have / they are entitled to as thet é aidan names of masters a 
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pointed to perform the duties of the office in a reasonable and 
sient time; and it is the duty of solicitors to look after their 
suitors’ interests in this matter, the suitors being their clients. 
In 1893 the Criminal Statistics and the Judicial (Civil) Statistics 
ted and published separately, and, to the inconvenience of 

who take an interest in the statistics, neither criminal nor civil 
jadicial statistics have been published since that year. I therefore 
cannot give the particulars of the fees earned by the Chancery 
taxing masters for the years 1894 and 1895, but the following 
appears at page 4 of the (Civil) Judicial Statistics for 1893 :— 
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Do.  Davidson’s Office ...| 589 | 1,143| 562 | 3.52911 0| 198887 5 2 
Do. Longbourne’s Office ... 630 | 1,160| 556 3,558 9 0 91,833 17 3 
Do. Ryland’s Office ... aoa 655 | 1,415] 600 4.201 1 0] 157,916 14 10 
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Do. Spofforth’s Office oe 546 a 540 3,130 5 O/] 11837613 2 
Total ... ~.. 74 8,895 [4,088 leo3,o24 1 0 lesaases 1 2 





The salary of a Chancery taxing master is now only £1,500 a year; 
formerly it was £2,000 a year. The above figures shew conclusively 
that the Chancery taxing masters and their clerks cost the country 
nothing ; they are paid by the suitors’ fees, and a large profit—many 
thousands a year—is made in their offices. There is therefore no 
justification for not filling up the office ; and if any attempt is made or 
contemplated to readjust and disturb this office it must be vigorously 
0 , as was the attempt made in the last Session of Parliament 
to pass the Supreme Court (Officers) Bill, as to which you kindly 
inserted a letter of mine in April last. JAMES RAWLINSON. 
Upper Holloway, N., 20th February. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 
THE following Rule is published pursuant to the Rules Publication 


RULE under the Law of Distress (Amendment) Act, 1895. 


The date referred to in Rule 2 of the Rules dated November 29, 
1895, under the Law of Distress (Amendment) Act, 1895, as “ the 
commencement of the Act,” is the 6th of July, 1895, and the saiq 
Rule shall be construed and take effect accordingly.—February 13 
1896. : 

(Signed and certified as urgent) 

Hatssury, C. 


— of the above Rule may be obtained from the Queen’s 
inter. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS, 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 12th day of February, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 


8. 
SOHEDULE, 
Mr. Justice Currry (1894—N.—No., 21), 
John Henry Newman and another v. The Variety Automatic Supply 
Stores Limited. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1895—W.—No. 783). 
Samuel Wheeler v. The Variety Automatic Supply Stores Limited. 
Hatsnury, C, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


HARDAKER AND ANOTHER v. IDLE DISTRICT COUNCIL AND ANOTHER 
—No. 2, 17th February. 
Necuicence—Districr Councr.—ConTractoR—PRINCcIPAL AND AGENT. 


This was an application by the plaintiffs for judgment or fora new 
trial. The action was brought by a husband and wife against the Idle 
District Council and Abraham Thornton, a contractor, for having in the 
construction of a sewer been guilty of negligence by omitting to keep a 
aes ported, so that it became fractured, and the gas escaped into 
the plaintiffs’ house, and exploded, whereby the male plaintiff’s furniture 
in the house was wrecked and the female plaintiff was injured. The facts 
were as follows. On the 10th of October, 1894, the district council gave 
notice, under the provisions of the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 150, to the 
male plaintiff to make a sewer in Moorfield-place, he being the owner of a 
house abutting thereon. The notice was not complied with; and the 
council, as they lawfully might do under the provisions of the section, pro- 
ceeded to execute the work mentioned in the notice. The district council 
employed the defendant Thornton to execute the work. By the contract 
made betweon Thornton and the district council, it was agreed that the 
contractor should execute the works in the most workmanlike and sub- 
stantial manner, particular attention being paid to any directions or 
instructions which the inspector appointed by the district council to 
superintend the work might from time to time give as the works pro- 
ceeded. Power was given to the inspector, in the event of the contractor’s 
foreman or his workmen disobeying his orders, to forthwith discharge 
them ; and also to stop the works at any stage, and to enlarge, diminish, 
modify, or vary the works or any part thereof, which, however, was not to 
annul the contract. It was further agreed that the care of the entire 
works until completed should remain with the contractor, who should be 
responsible for all accidents and damage he oor or property arising 
from the works, and that the contractor sh protect all gaspipes which 
might be laid bare or otherwise interfered with. It was proved that the 
contractor had been guilty of negligence by insecurely packing the soil 
around a gaspipe in use after the excavation had been made for the sewer 
whereby the gaspipe was broken and the gas escaped. Wright, J., gave 
judgment for the plaintiffs against the contractor for £45, but held that 
there was no case against the district council. The plaintiffs in their 
present appeal contended that the district council were also liable, At 
the conclusion of the arguments the court reserved its decision. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, A. L. Surrn, and Ricry, L.JJ.), allowed the 


appeal. 
Lrnpiey, L.J., read a judgment, in the course of which he said that 


the powers conferred by the Public Health Act, 1875, on the local board 
could only be exercised by some person or acting under their 
authority. Those persons might be servants of the local board or they 
might not. The local board were not bound in point of law todo the 
work themselves—i.¢., by servants of their own. There was nothing to 
prevent the local board from employing a contractor to do their work for 
them. But the local board could not by employing a contractor get rid 
of their own duty to other people, whatever suct duty might be. If the 
contractor performed their duty for them, it was performed by them 
through him, and they were not responsible for anything more. They 
were not responsible for his negligence in other respects as they would 
be if he were their servant. Such negligence was sometimes called casual 
or collateral negligence. If, on the other hand, their contractor failed to 
do what it was their duty to do or get done, their duty was not performed, 
and they were responsible accordingly. His 1 referred to the 
following cases as illustrating this principle: Rewdie v. Londen and North- 
Western Railway Co. (4 Ex. 244), Hele v. Sittingbourne and Sheerness Railway 
Co. (6 H. & N. 488), Fiekard v. Swath (10 C. B. N.S. 470), Gray v. Pollen 
(5 B. & S. 970), Wilson v. Merry (1 Se. App. 341), Tarry v. tsitew (1 
Q. B. D. 314), Bower v. Peete (1 Q. B. D. 321), Angus v. Delion (6 App. 
Cas. 829), Percival v. Hughes (8 App. Cas. 443), Black v. Canisichured 
(1894, A. C. 48), Ho *hen proceeded to consider the duty of the district 
council in the present case. Their duty in sewering the street was not 
formed by constructing a proper sewer. Their duty was not only to 
© that, but also to take care not to break any gaspipes which they cut 
under. This involved properly supporting them. bat duty was not 
performed. They employed a contractor to perform their duty for them, 
vut he failed to do so. It was impossible to regard this asa case of 
collateral negligence. The case was not one in which the contractor 
performed the district council’s duty for them, but did so carelessly. The 
case was one in which the duty of the district council, so far as the gas- 
ipes were concerned, was not atall, It was contended for the 
istrict council that although they might be liable to the owner of the gas- 
ipes they were not liable to the plaintiff as they were under no duty to 
im. But that was not consistent either with @ray v. Pelee = saqere ) 





Acircular has been issued by the Secretary to the Local Government 
Board to the clerks of the various parish councils stating that the Board 
have issued an order prescribing rules for the election in the present year 
of parish councillors, Monday, March 9, is fixed by rule 1 of the order as 
the day for the parish mooting for the election, and by rule 2 the notice 

the meeting must be published at least seven clear daya before that 

The duty of fixing the hour for the meeting, not being cartier than 
ak o'clock in the evening, and of giving public notice of the meeting, is 
by the rules on the chairman of the parish council, If the 
n from illness or other eufflciont cause ia unable to d 
= or if there te no chaleman, it will devolve upon the clerk to 
om, 





or with Terry v. Ashton (wdi supra), in neither of which was the deteadant 
under any duty to the plaintiff except as one of the public, Oa these 
grounds his lordship was of opinion that the district council were hale te 
the plaintiff. It was contended that the relation of the distriot council to 
Thornton was that of master and servant, Of course, if that were sa, the 
liability of the district council would be clear enough, But he was of 
opinion that that contention could not be supported, It was not proved 
that the surveyor gave orders which led to the misohiel, and, large as bis 

wers wore, Thornton was not the servant of the defendants: Avadic ¥, 
London and North Western Rathoay Co. (wdi supra) and Steel ¥. Stedh ~ Masters 
Railway Co, (16 ©. BL 350) supported that conclusion, With respect to 
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the remoteness of damages little need be said. The nature of gas, its 
certainty to escape and to find its way wherever it could get, and to ex- 
plode if it escaped in large quantities and came into contact with fire, all 
rendered the breaking of a gas main very dangerous if houses were near. 
The fact, moreover, that free escape upwards through the surface was 
greatly hindered by the hardness of the surface after it was left by the 
contractor, tended to force the gas laterally to some considerable distance, 
and very probably into some passage or near a fire. Such an acci- 
dent as had happened was only what was reasonably to be expected: Sharp 
v. Powell (L. R. 7 C. P. 253) therefore did not apply to the present case. 
The i therefore would be allowed, and judgment entered for the 


A. L. Surrz and Riceyr, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Tindal Atkinson, 
Q.C., and Longstaffe ; Kershaw, Q.C., and Waugh. Soutcrrors, Jacques $ 
Co., for Samuel Wright, Bradford; Flower, Nussey, § Fellowes, for Killick, 
Hutton, § Vint, Bradford. 


[Reported by F. 0. Rosrysos, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WILEINS v. WILKINS—No. 2, 19th February. 


Pracrice—Morron ror New Triar—Extension or Trwe—Supreme Court 
or JupicaturE Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 44). 


In a divorce action this was an application by the husband for an 
extension of the time for appealing, or for moving for a new trial to set 
aside the verdict of the jury at the trial on the 18th of January, 1895. 
In February, 1854, George Rickard and Emma Hand were married at 
Plymouth. Rickard was at that time a ship’s carpenter in the Royal 
Navy, serving on board the Magicienne. A few days after the i 
the Crimean War broke out, and the Magicienne was ordered out to the 
Baltic. Rickard remained on the Magicienne until the conclusion of the 
war in 1856. He then returned home and lived with his wife. In 1857 
he joined the Indus, and was sent out to the West Indies. He soon 
deserted, and returned to England in 1858, living for one day with his 
wife at Plymouth. In order to avoid observation, he then went to the 
United States, and was never seen or heard of by his wife until quite 
recently. On the 13th of May 1865, Emma Rickard married John 
Wilkins (the petitioner), the period of seven years since she had last seen 
her first husband not having quite elapsed. ilkins was aware that 
his wife had been previously married, but was informed and believed that 
the first husband was dead. There were no children by the first marriage, 
but there were several by the second. Wilkins and his wife separated by 
— > ei ey aye ny the 16th of December, 1892, the 

presented a petition for judicial separation, on the ground of her 
husband’s adultery. On the 15th of April, 1893, the husband filed his 
answer, denying the adultery and pleading unreasonable delay, and that 
the marriage was invalid, the wife being already married and her first 
husband being still alive. In May, 1893, the wife traversed these pleas. 
In July, 1393, the husband filed a cross-petition for nullity of marriage. 
The two suits were consolidated, and came on for trial before the President 
and a special jury in January, 1895. The cross-petition was by leave 
withdrawn. The jury found that Wilkins had committed adultery, and 
that the first husband was not alive at the date of the second marriage. 
A decree for judicial separation was accordingly made. In September, 
1895, Wilkins received a letter from Rickard’s brother saying that Rickard 
had arrived in this country and was staying at his house. Wilkins having 
satiefied himeelf of the identity of Rickard, on the 20th of October, 1895, 
presented 2 petition for nullity of marriage. On the 4th of December, 
1895, the wife filed her answer, denying that George Rickard was alive, 


and the i suit as a bar. On the 14th of January, 1896, 
the trial came on before Barnes, J., without ajury. G Rickard was 
called and gave evidence, and his identity was establish Barnes, J., 
adjourned the further consideration until an application had been made 


to the Court of Appeal cither for 2 new trial or to set aside the verdict of 
the jury im the first action. The application was made in the first instance 
ez parte to the Court of Appeal for an extension of time, which was 
granted. On the case coming on, on motion, 

Tux Cover (Lispier, Lores, and Kar, L.JJ.) allowed the application 


a law was governed by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1890. 
They bad power to extend the time for 2 motion for a new trial, and this 
‘was 8 case in which they ought not to refuse leave. There must be some 
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LJ., was alee A opinion that there was jurisdiction to extend 
tiene, and that this wae 2 case in which it js y 
. The order would be, “ The and 
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w uAlcate on the petition for ity of marriage without 
mall by the vertict in the fret action,—Covnenrt, Inderwick, 





—= 
Q.C., and Bargrave Deane; Bayford, Q.C., H. 4. Forman, and F. 0, Bahia 
son. Soxtcrrons, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; Edwin Hughes. 

(Reported by W. Saau.oross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law, | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
THWAITES v. COULTHWAITE—Chitty, J., 15th February. 


Gawryc—Partnersurp— ItitecaL Busrness—Booxmaker—Berting Ao, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), s.3—Pxiace Usep ror Berrinc—Tyrp, 
SALL’s EncLosurges at -Racgs—Accounr. 


This was an action by the plaintiff, who was described as a turf com, 
mission agent or bookmaker, for an account of a bookmaking 
entered into with the defendant, a bookmaker. The partnership was q 
oral one, made on the 21st of August 1894, by the terms of which th 
plaintiff contributed one-fourth part of a capital of £1,000, and was 
teceive a net share of the defendant’s book. The defendant 
attended some four or five race , the plaintiff on the 12th g 
September, 1894, wrote a letter exhibiting some uneasiness and 
for his cheque for £250 to be returned, adding that he would not 
the defendant to reckon up the book, and also telling him to withdraw his 
name from the St. Leger meeting, then shortly tobe held. The defenday 


wrote in reply, encl a -e for £250, and saying that he wou | 


** settle up when squared up.” The plaintiff alleged large profits, anj 
claimed a fourth share. The defendant offered the plaintiff about £2), 
and, this being declined, paid the sum into court. The main defence 
the action was that the partnership business was an ill one. It wy 
contended for the defendant that the plaintiff was well aware that th 
business of a cash bookmaker—which appeared to be the turf 

of this business—could not be conducted in Tattersall’s enclosures 
contravening the Betting Act, 1853, and that, whereas it was] the custom 
of the *‘ large men ’’ who booked principally credit commissions to om. 
duct their business without display or ostentation, it would be the custom 


of men like the defendant, who sought cash bets, to attract as mucha — 


the attention of the public as they could by their get up and applianos, 
such as a large book with owner’s name on it, a bag, and betting tickets, 
and, above all, a portable, collapsible box to be used in Tatternall’s 
enclosures in contravention of rules, for the bookmaker to stand on. 
appeared that the defendant confined his operations at race meetings to 
betting in the enclosure, and that he did not bet on the course. 

Currry, J., said that the partnership was a partnership at will. Th 
most important defence was that the partnership was an illegal one, 
having been formed for a purpose forbidden by the Betting Act, 18% 
(16 & 17 Vict. c. 119). The first question which arose was whether the 
business of 4 bookmaker was y illegul—that was to say, whether 
such a business must necessarily be carried on in such a manner as to fall 
within the prohibitions of the statute referred to. The answer to that 
appeared to his lordship to be in the negative. The Gaming Act, 1865 
(8 & 9 Vict. c. 109), as was well known, merely avoided wagering cm- 
tracts. A man, however, might make many bets or a single bet; be 
might habitually bet and carry on a bookmaker’s business, provided that 
he did not fall within the prohibitions of the Act of 1853. That a book 
maker’s business might be carried on without contravening the statute was 
shewn by the case of Doggett v. Catterns (13 W.R. 160, Ex. Oh. id. 390; 
19 C. B. N. 8. 765), where it was held that a man who was in the habitd 
standing at a table placed by him under a tree in Hyde Park for the pur- 
pose of making bets with persons thereto was not contravening 
the Act. There then came the question, Did the parties here, when they 
entered into this contract, contemplate that the business when carried m 
should be carried on in an illegal way, although nothing was said at the 
time about that? The partners were not owners or occupiers of aay 
house, office, or room, or other place kept for betting with persom 
resorting thereto, and therefore plainly did ‘not fall within section 1 of 
the Act. The point made for the defendant turned on section 3, which 
was directed against persons using a room or other place for rene | 
The plaintiff’s evidence was to the effect that he contemplated that 
business would be carried on in the way in which such a bus 
ness is carried on in Tattersall’s enclosures at race meetings. 
In reference to bookmakers standing in the enclosure on boxes, 
it a that the rules of Tattersall’s enclosure forbade such boxes % 
be brought in or used. But it was said by the defendant that, notwith- 
standing the rules, the boxes were used by bookmakers, for they were is 
the habit of “‘ squaring ’’ the yor og? The result of the was 
that, although the "detendant himself in some instances might haw 
smuggled in and used the box—he being the active partner and the 
betting business—yet the plaintiff h did not anticipate that mode 
carrying on business. gist of all this dispute of the use of a bor @ 
like contrivance was that it brought up a question which had often bem 
mooted. What was ‘a place’ for the purposes of betting within the 
meaning of the Act of 1853? It was obvious, whether a man was betting 
or not betting, he must be ina place. But on the construction put onthe 
words of the Act the word “ place’’ was not used in it in ite most genenil 
sense. The courte had frequently been called on to decide what was te 
of the word as in that well-known Act. The question hew 
section 3. A place, to be « place within section 3, must bels 

fixed and ascertained. ‘The courte had declined to defines 
for the word, for no definition was made oy Se Act, and what 
had to do was ‘nl a Act to the clrcumstances of ess 


came. A place t uestionably be an uncovered place: 
Vastiooed ¥. Miller (08 Wit. 00, L. Rt 9 Q. "1A0), n caso under socties 


1. Jt might be a little bay or hoard cupperted by cays om 8 uay side, 
as was decided in Liddell ¥. lopthouse ty Lindley and Kay, Ld, te toe 
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Divisional Court on the 13th of February, 1896 (the Times, February 14th, 
"jg96).. ‘It might be a temporary wooden structure erected on a strip of 
bounded by an iron railing, which surrounded the enclosure, with 
gline of desks fronting both ways: Shaw v. Morley (16 W. R. 763, L. R. 
3 Ex. 137). The court held the structure, although open to the air, to be 
poth an office and place within section 3. Then there came the well-known 
case—Bows v. Fenwick (22 W. R. 804, L. R. 9 C. P. 339)—where 
bookmaker fixed an umbrella in the ground, the umbrella being 
of sheltering seven or eight persons, and being kept up all the 
day, the day being only a showery one. The court had no difficulty in 
‘ng that the umbrella was a place within the Act. To come back to 
the question, Was it the intention of the parties that the betting business 
thou b be carried on at a place within the meaning of the Act, and did 
the plaintiff contemplate that it should be carried on by means contra- 
yening the rules as to Tattersall’s enclosures? His lordship was satisfied 
that the business of boukmaking could be carried on in Tattersall’s 
without violating the Act. Did the plaintiff intend that the 
pusiness should be carried on illegally? No doubt some cunning book- 
makers carried on business in the way described by the defendant. He, 
however, held that on the evidence the plaintiff was not aware that the 
pasiness was to be so carried on. There was another alternative—namely, 
that the plaintiff might have become aware that the business was in fact 
being carried on illegally. But no case of that kind wasmade. The 
result, therefore, was that the plaintiff was entitled to an account, 
with costs up to and including judgment. Further costs would be 
reserved.—CounseL, Levett, Q.C., and Moyses; Younger. Sottcrrors, 
7. H. Philpots, for Thos. Platts, Blackburn; Radford ¢ Frankland, for 
Bowden § Widdowson, Manchester. 
[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Q(OCHRANE v. EXCHANGE TELEGRAPH CO. (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 6th, 
7th, 8th, 11th, and 12th February. 


TELeEGRAPH—TELEGRAPH OompaNy—Licence oF PostmMasTER-GENERAL— 
Monoroty—Ricuts or GeneraL Puntic—TeLecraru Acts, 1863 (26 & 
97 Vicr. c. 112), ss. 2, 3,41; 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 110), s. 2; 1869 
(82 & 33 Vicr. c. 73), ss. 3, 4, 5. 

The defendants were a company registered in 1872 under the Com- 

ies Acts. Under a licence from the Postmaster-General, and with the 

ve of the Stock Exchange Committee, the defendants were in the habit 
of collecting and transmitting tape prices to their subscribers, of whom 
the plaintiff was one. By the order of the Stock Exchange Committee they 
ceased to supply or transmit tape prices to the plaintiff, who was an out- 
side broker. The plaintiff sued them on their special contracts with him, 
and also as one of the public, at common law and under the special pro- 
visions of the Telegraph Acts. The latter points alone are of interest. 

The plaintiff contended that the company were, first, monopolists, and, 

secondly, a telegraph company within the Telegraph Acts, 1863 to 1869, 

and were consequently bound to transmit any prices that the plaintiff might 

succeed in getting a friend on the Stock Exchange to send him, though 
they were not, of course, bound to collect such information themselves. He 
telied on the Statute of Monopolies, 21 James 1, c. 3 (Chitty’s Statutes 

“Patents,”’ p. 1), and on the case of Al/utt v. Inglis (12 East. 527) as shewing 

that a monopolist is bound to supply the public at reasonable prices. As to 

his statutory rights, section 41 of the Telegraph Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vict. c. 

112), provided that ‘‘ every telegraph of the company shall be open for the 

messages of all persons alike, without favour or preference ’’; and by sec- 

tion 2the Act applied ‘‘ to every company to be hereafter authorized by 
special Act of Parliament to construct and maintain telegraphs.’’ Section 
$ defined the term ‘‘ the company ’’ as including future 3 existing com- 

panics. This Act was incorporated by the Telegraph Act, 1868 (31 & 32 

Vict. c. 110), and by section 2 the term ‘‘ the company’? in those Acts 

was to include the Postmaster-General. The ye mag Act, 1869 (32 & 

83 Vict. c. 73), incorporated the Act of 1868, and, subject to certain excep- 

tions, gave the Pos ter-General and his licensees under section 5a 

monopoly. By section 3 the term ‘‘ telegram ’’ was defined to mean “‘ any 
message or other communication transmitted or intended for transmission 
bya telegraph,” and “ telegraph company’’ meant ‘‘ any company, cor- 

poration, or persons for the time being engaged in transmitting . . 

telegrams . . . for money or other consideration.’? So long as the 

liceuce of the Postmaster-General lasted the defendants were bound at 
common law as monopolists, and by section 41 of the Telegraph Act, 

1863, as a telegraph company, to transmit all messages or information 

in by any of her Majesty's subjects. 

Surrry, J., said the argument had begun with the statute of James, 
but he would pass it over as beside the matter. He was unable to follow 
the argument as founded on the general law of monopolies. The case of 
Allnutt v. Inglis, in which a real monopoly was in question, was entirely 
distinguishable, and had little bearing on the present case. Then 
asto the Telegraph Acts. The plaintiff contended that under section 
4l of the Telegraph Act, 1863, all her Majesty's anne had a = 
to go to the central office and send messages to subscribers. t 
atgument was unfounded. The company referred to in section 41 
was a company * authorized by special Act to construct and maintain 
telegraphs.” “His lordship need scarcely say the defendants were not 
& company authorized by any special Act of Parliament. Then it 
was the defendants had transmitted to them through the Post- 


master-General of the Postmaster-Cieneral’s monopoly under the 
h Act, 1869. This Act was the first to confer monopoly on 
the ter-General, and by section 4 it conferred the mono 


“save as hereinafter provided.” ‘There was therefore an exce on 
the face of the Act. ‘Then came section 5, under which the 
General was empowered to grant licencps. Section § read aa follows : 















‘* There shall be excepted from the exclusive privileges of the Postmaster- 
General all telegrams of the foliowing description (thatistosay) .. . 
transmi consent, either 





telegrams tted with the written licence or special or 
general, of the Postmaster-G 1. . . .” On the face of the statute 
the Postmaster-General did not transfer part of his 7, eseesere 


ights which he granted were, on the face of it, not ——7- 
There were many other exceptions in section 5 clearly shewing what 

intention of the Legislature was. Here the Postmaster-G 1 granted 
a licence. ‘That licence imposed no duty on the defendants enforceable by 
the outside public. He had not made , nor were they in fact, mono- 
polists. There was no duty cast on them by common law or statute which 
entitled the plaintiff to sue them apart from contract, and on these points 
the plaintiff failed.—Counset, Robson, Q.C., and 7. Hall Hall; Byrne, 
Q.C., and Montague Shearman. Souticrrons, Wontner § Sons; Nicholson § 

uch. 





[Reported by G. Rowianp Atsrox, Barrister-at-at-Law. } 
FRAMPTON v. T. WHITE & SONS.—North, J., 14th February. 


Burtpinc AGEEMENT—TReEsPAss— LICENSE. 


This was a motion to restrain trespass upon a private road and lan1, of 
which the plaintiff had a right to call for a lease under an agreement, 
provided that he erected certain buildings, The defendants did not 
appear, but had written letters which were in evidence admitting that 
they could not justify what had been done. It was submitted that the 
_—— had a limited right of possession, and would be entitled to call 
‘or a lease, and that that was sufficient to entitle him to restrain trespass. 
In any event the defendants ought to be restrained from interfering with 
the plaintiff’s rights under the agreement. 

Norn, J., said that the plaintiff was a licensee, entitled to go upon the 
land to build, but not entitled to bring an action for trespass. He had no 
estate whatever in the Jocus in quo, but only a right of entry thereon for 
the purposes of the agreement, similar to that of the plaintiff in Leird v. 
Briggs (19 Ch. D. 23). He could not, therefore, deal “m oeal'h of the 
notice of motion that sought to restrain trespass. He however, 
grant an injunction restraining the defendants from taking horses, carts, 
or material across the land coloured red and yellow (on the plan exhibited 
to the plaintiff’s affidavit) or any part thereof so as to interfere with the 
rights of the plaintiff under his agreement.—CovnsgL, Jenkins. Sowictror, 
H. Savidge. 


| Reported by G. B. Hauriroy, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re BERRY, DUFFIELD v. WILLIAMS—Stirling, J. 


Practice—Prenpinc Action— Bankruptcy or Dzrenpant— Recervixe 
Orpsre—Orricia Recervern WronervLtty Appep as A Parry cNpeR 
R. 8. C. XVII., 4—Banxrvprcy Acts, 1883 anp 1890. 


This was a summons taken out by Mr. Llewellyn Hugh Jones, the 
official receiver at Wrexham, and acting in the bankruptcy of John Lewis, 
one of the defendants in the above action, asking that an order of course 
dated the 4th of November, 1895, whereby he was added as a defendant 
in the action, might be discharged. The defendants Williams and Lewis 
were the executors and trustees of the will and codicil of the testatrix Ann 
Berry deceased, who died on the 14th of January, 1879, and they duly 
proved the same on the 13th of March, 1879. By her said will and codicil 
the testatrix devised and bequeathed all her estate to her trustees, 
trust to sell and convert the same into money, and after payment thereout 
of her funeral and testamentary expenses and certain legacies, to invest 
and hold the residue upon trust, as to £2,000 thereof to pay the income 
to her sister Harriet Berry for life, and subject thereto to 
of the residue to her sister Alice Duffield for her life, with remainder to 


on the 29th of November, 1892, leaving her sister Harriet and several 
children surviving her. On the death of Alice Duffield, her children, the 
plaintiffs in this action and all swi jwris, were unable to obtain a satisfac- 
tory account from the trustees, the defendants, in respect of the residuc 
bequeathed to them by the will of the testatrix, and consequently, on the 
14th of March, 1894, they commenced the present action for 
inquiries, and if n administration, of the estate of the 
On the 30th of April, 1894, an order was 

chief clerk, by his certificate dated the 5th of April, 1895, certified the 
sum of £2,245 3s. 5d. to be due from the defendants. 
took out a summons to vary the said certificate, and 

issued a summons for payment into court of the said sum of £2,245 Ss. Sd., 
both of which are still pending. On the Mth of June, 189, a receiving 
order was made against the defendant John Lewis, on 

tion, by the Wrexham County C 

Lle Hugh Jones, became the receiver of his estate. The 

Lewis has not yet been adjudicated a bankrupt. 7 Sole ae 
the 4th of November, 1895, under ord. 17, r. 4 

plaintiffs, the said L. H. Jones was added as a defendant to this action, 
and from this order the L. H. Jones now 

Srreuine, J., after stating ee ee ee oat, continued — 
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interested having come into exiatence."’ » the 
making of a receiving ordep—has occurred sigee the commencement of the 
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action, ‘‘ causing a change or transmission of interest or liability,’ which ‘letter from one of her aunt’s executors, the plaintiff, With. 
renders it necessary or desirable that a person not already a party—i.e., out informing her husband, visited the executor at his offi ay 
the official receiver—should be made a party to the action In orderto he there placed in her hands coins and notes to the 
decide whether or not this is so, it will be necessary to carefully consider of £291 (being the value of the legacy minus the duty), and tolg he 
the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act now in force. The sections which | that it was hers. On reaching home the plaintiff put the 
appear to me to be material to the present question are these: Bankruptcy | and notes in a wardrobe in her bedroom ; whereupon her husband ggg, 
Act, 1883, ss. 5, 8, 9, 10, sub-section 2; ss. 15, 19, 20, 39, 57, 68, 70, 72; | out of an adjoining dressing-room and demanded the money, sg 
Schedule I. of same Act. rules 1, 8,9; Schedule II., rules 2, 22, 27; | ‘You have been for that money, and I’ll take it; it is mine.” Sh, 
Bavkruptcy Act, 1890, ss. 3,12, 14, 16,17. [His lordship read the sec- , took the money from the wardrobe, but refused to give it him 
tons of the Baukruptcy Acts enumerated above, and con*inued :—] On saying that it was hers; whereupon he took it by force. She seyeq 
these sections it appears to me that no estate or interest has become | times asked him to give her back the money— once as late ag g 
vested in the official receiver: Rhodes v. Dawson, 34 W. R. 204,16 | months before his death — but he always refused. She frequently 
Q. B. D. 548, 553-4). I think, therefore, that the making of the receiving | complained to her friends on the subject. By his will, dated 
order has not caused any change or transmission of interest, and if the | 17th of November, 1894, the husband bequeathed to the plaintiff 
defendant Lewis had been a plaintiff in the action, asserting his rights | annuity of £350, and furniture to the value of £200. The defendany 
against some person or persons iu this court, it appears to me that the generally denied the liability of the testator’s estate to make good the guy 
defendant or defendants in such an action could not have insisted that | claimed. They also submitted that if the sum was received by him} 
under ord. 17, r. 4, the official receiver ought to be made a party to the | was received as voluntary gift; and they also submitted that the claip 
action. Now at what time, according to the provisions of the Bankruptcy | was barred by lapse of time, by the Statute of Limitations, and ty 
Acts, will a change or transmission of interest or liability occur? One or | Trustee Act, 1888, s. 8. It was elicited in cross-examination that th 
other of the three following events may happen—i.e.: (1) The defendant | testator had maintained the plaintiff liberally out of his own moneys. () 
may be adjudicated a banbrupt; (2) a composition or scheme may be | behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that the husband was a trustee fg 
made; (3) the defendant may pay his debts. Ii the first event happen, | the wife; and that even—which was denied —if he did not know thatth 
the estate will vest in the trustee in bankruptcy, and then there will be a | money was settled to her separate use, he had sufficient notice to put hin 
change of interest; if the second event occur and a composition is | on his inquiry; and that, as he retained possession of the money, neithe 
accept+d and approved, then under section 3 of the Bankuptey Act, 1890, | he nor his executors could avail themselves of section 8 of the Truste 
I think that a change of liability will only be caused when the: Act of 1888. For the defendants it was submitted that the husband wy 
scheme or composition has become binding, that is to say, when | nota trustee, as he had no notice of the trust, since he did not know thi 
it has been accepted by the creditors and approved by the court. | the money was given the wife for her separate use ; and that if any 
Whether or not the change of liability entails a change of interest depends | was done, it was a mere civil wrong, for which the remedy was statute. 
on whether or not the scheme provides for the appointment of a trustee | barred. They further submitted that the husband had not converted th 
in whom the debtor’s property is vested. In the third event—i.¢., if the | money to his own use, but had used it for the mutual benefit of himsdlf 
defendant pay his debts—of course, no change of interest or liability will | and wife, and that the wife had acquiesced in this being done. Thy 
take place. Consequently I think that no change in interest or liability | following cases were referred to: Rich v. Cockell, Rich v. Hull (9 Ves, 369), 
will occur until a composition or scheme has been approved by the court, | Green v. Carlill (4 Ch. D. 882), Re Flamank, Wood v. Cock (37 W. R. 50, 
or an adjudication in bankruptcy has been made. Now, it may be /as | 40 Ch. D. 461). os 
the cases cited to me in argument appear to shew) that, subject to the |_ Romer, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the sum, with 
question of obtaining the leave of the Bankruptcy Court under section 9 | interest thereon at 4 per cent., from the date of her husband's death, 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the plaintiffs in this action will be entitled | In his lordship’s opinion, the husband knew when he took the m 
to join the trustee in bankruptcy, or of any composition or scheme, as a | that it belonged to the wife to her separate use. At any rate he kner 
party under ord. 17, r. 4, because a change of liability or interest will have | enough to put him on his inquiry, and he must therefore be considered to 
occurred: but I think that the official receiver stands in an entirely | have taken it with notice, and so to have constituted himself a trustee of 
different position, for he has no estate vested in him, nor has he any | it for her. The husband never accounted for or gave up possession of the 
power to bring or defend actions, which, of course, the trustee in bank- | money, and consequently the Statute of Limitations and the Trustee Act, 
ruptcy may do The object of his appointment is to protect the estate | 1888, had no application to the case. There had been no acquiescence on 
(section 5). His duties, so far as they relate to the administration of the | the plaintiff’s part, and she was consequently entitled to be repaid— 
estate, are confined to its management and protection, and his powers for | CounsgL, Oswald, Q.C., and F. Stallard ; Robson, Q.C., and Sims William, 
that p are defined by reference to those of a receiver appointed | Soticrrors, Wellborne § Son ; Robert Carter. 
by the High Court (section 70, sub-sections 1 and 2). He has no power as | [Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.] 
ial receiver to divide the estate or any part of it among creditors, a thing | . 
which may be done by the trustee in a bankruptcy or of a scheme or com- 
position. He has power to receive and deal with proofs, but only because the — 
persons who may vote at meetings must first have proved as creditors. Winding-up Cases. 
I think that sections 9 and 10 of the Act of 1883 shew by their language a denis 
that the official receiver was not intended to be mixed up in actions Re HEMP, YARN, AND sega 9 a aughan Williams, J, 
pending against the debtor. Section 9 prohibits the ‘‘commencing”’ of SRERnEy. 
actions or proceedings. and I agree with the opinion expressed by North, J., | Company — Winpixnc Up —Unperweitine Lerrer — ContrinvtTorigs— 
in Ez Wray (36 W. R. 67, 36 Ch. D. 138, 143), that it has no reference to Recistek or Mempers—ExprraTion or AUTHORITY TO APPLY POR 
proceedings actually pending against the debtor personally at the date of Suares. 
the receiving order. Such pending proceedings are dealt with by section | This was a summons in the winding up of the company, by the ligui- 





10. Sub-section 1 of this section applies to the interval between | dator, for payment of calls. One of the names cn the register of member 


the presentation of the petition and the making of the receiving 
order ; but sub-section 2 applies at any time after the presentation of the 
petition. The idea scems to be that actions and other proceedings pend- 
ing against the debtor are to go on, unless stayed cither by the Court of 
Bankruptcy or the court in which they are pending in the exercise of the 
discretion vested in it. In this case the Bankruptcy Court has not seen 
fit to interfere, and I do not think that this court ought to interfere until 
there occurs 2 change of interest or liability within the meaning of ord. 17, 
r. 4, which in my opinion has not yet happened. I think, therefore, the 
order must be discharged —Cotnser, M. Ingle-Joyce; Hastings, Q.C., and 
David Begg; Buckley, Q.C., and Medd; E.S8. Ford. Sotctrons, Walter 
Murtom ; Duffield & Bruty ; Simpoon & Co., for Kelly & Keene, Mold; Moore $ 
Davies, tor Lewis & Son, Wrexham. 


‘Reporte’ by Acruce Morrtos, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Es WASSELL, WASSELL +. LEGGATT—Romer, J., 17th February. 


Meazeren Wousx—Seravare Use—Teverer—Heseaxn (Berons Maxuigp 
Womas'’s Paorserr Act, 1292) Taxinc Poesrssion ov Puorenty Serriep 


wo Serazate Uer—Norce ov Taver—Comerevcrive Noricy—Sratvrte 
or Laurrations—Acacizacence—Tuverer Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 59), 
«. &. 


Thie was an ection in which the plaintiff, Susannah, widow of C. F. 
Wassell. retired jeweller, London, who died on the 12th of December‘ 
1964. clxtmed 22 agazinet the defendants, the executors and trustees of the 
ani C. ¥. Wasecll, 2 declaration that the said C. V. Wassell was a trustee 
for her of the eam of £2791, and psyvment of that sum with interest at 4 

cont. from the let of October, 1464, The tacts of the case were as fol- 
Ce The plaintiff wae married to the deceased in 1454, and they lived 
together ap t6 2 month or #0 of the date of his death. In 1875 an aunt 





A tet ft lett her under 2 will «2 eum of £400 for her veparate use, 
 & proulee previously made her. In suswer to a: 


at the date of the winding up was that of Mr. W. H. Hindley, who was 
put on in pursuance of an application for shares made in his name by the 
London and Northern Assets Corporation, under the authority of a 
underwriting letter. The offer in the underwriting letter was accepted by 
the Assets Corporation on the 1st of July, 1892, when the public subserip- 
tion for shares had been closed. The questions argued were whether @ 
not the authority given by the underwriting letter had not come to @ 
end before the application for shares was signed, and whether Hindley was 
estopped from saying that the authority had expired. The underwriting 
letter stated the capital and shares of the company, and, so far as material, 
proceeded as follows :— 
** To the London and Northern Assets Corporation (Limited). 

** Gentlemen,—I agree, for the consideration below stated, upon the 
public issue to subscribe for 400 ordinary shares of £5 each, £1 5s. paid, 
of the above issue on the terms of the company’s prospectus about to be 
issued, and to pay the instalments on the dates to be specified in the pro- 
spectus as above, in consideration of which you are to pay me | per cent. 
on the ordinary shares, and I hereby authorize you, in the event of my 
not applying for shares as above mentioned, to apply for such shares is 
my uname, and the directors of the company tg allot the same to me 
therein. But ff, on the public issue of the prospectus, the whole of the 
above issue is Lond fide subscribed by the public, then no allotment is @ 
be made to me; but should the said issue be only partially subscribed by 
the public, then I am only to be allotted my proportion of the deficiency 
pro rata with the other persons or firms who shall have signed or ente 
into agreements or underwriting letters to you similar, mutatis mutandis, @ 
the arrangement hereby made. In either case it is agreed that the 
commission upon the total sum guaranteed by me—viz., £2,000—is to be 
paid out of the moneys received by you from the vendors, This engage 
ment is binding on me for two months from this date,” 

The underwriting letter was dated June 17, 1892. Some further fact 
appear in the judgment, 
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— 
Yavouan Wii11AMs, J.—I have come to the conclusion that Mr. Hindley 
ought not to be placed upon the list of contributories. It is true that his 
name upon the register of shareholders, and that it was placed 
there in respect of shares allotted to him in pursuance of an application 
signed in his name under a power contained in an underwriting letter 
signed, and which is addressed to the London and Northern Assets Cor- 
, who seem to have been intimately connected with the promotion 

ofthe Hemp, Yarn, and Cordage Co.; but it seems to me that, notwith- 
standing these facts, Mr. Hindley ought not to be placed on the list of 
eontributories, because the Northern Assets Corporation had no right to 
use the powers under the underwriting letter at the time when they 
getually va use them. The underwriting letter, which is in substance an 
offer, is dated the 17th of June, 1892, and the capital of the company was 
offered to the public on the 20th, 21st, and 22nd of June, and the offer 
contained in the letter was not accepted until the Ist of July, 1892, as 
upon the face of the letter, which has the acceptance and the date 

d ecceptance written on it. On the Ist of July the subscription list had 
been closed, the invitation to the public proving almost a total failure, 
only nine applications having been made. Now, it seems clear to me that 
the offer in the underwriting letter is an offer, in consideration of a pre- 
mium, to take up such shares as the public should not take in answer to 
the invitation for public subscription. The Northern Assets Corporation, to 
whom it was addressed, could not wait to see the result of the invitation 
to the public, and then accept Mr. Hindley’s offer to underwrite after the 
invitation to the public had proved a failure. If there was no autho- 
tity to sign the application for shares at the time when it was 
signed, then it seems to me that there was no contract between 
Mr. Hindley and the company in pursuance of which shares could be 
allotted to him, and the mere fact of his name being on the register, even 
with his knowledge, will not make him a member. But then it 

may be said that Mr. Hindley ratified the act of his assumed agent by not 
taking steps to get his name removed from the register, and that he can- 
not, after liquidation, get his name removed from the register. The 
answer to this seems to me that the underwriting letter was produced to 
the board before the allotment, and on the face of it shewed that that 
underwriting letter had been accepted out of time. This is not a case in 
which there was a voidable contract by Mr. Hindley with the company to 
take shares, nor a voidable authority to apply (in such a case, liquidation 
having intervened, it would be too late to avoid) ; but is a case where there 
never was authority to sign or a contract by Hindley, and where there 
never has been ratification with knowledge of the facts, and where the 
company cannot rely upon an estoppel, because they were wrong in 
allotting shares in pursuance of an authority which on the face of it is 
out of time.—CounsEL, Buckley, Q.C., and W. F. Hamilton ; Astbury, 
Q.0., and Macnaghten. Sorscrrors, Baker, Blaker, § Hawes ; Nunn § Popham. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. j 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BIRCHALL AND OTHERS v. BULLOUGH—12th February. 


Kvience—Promissory Norr—Insvrricrent Stamp—Document Usep ror 
Purrosk or RerresHinc Memory—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 
39), 8. 38 (1). 

This was an appeal by the defendant from the judgment of the county 
court judge sitting at Bolton. The plaintiffs, who were the exccutors of 
one Brindle, brought an action against the defendant to recover the sum 
of £30 15s., which sum they alleged the deceased Brindle had lent to the 
defendant. The plaintiffs administered interrogatories to the defendant, 
one of which was in relation to a promissory note for the aforesaid sum, 
and which was signed by the defendant. This promissory note 
was insufficiently stamped, having only a penny stamp on it. The 
defendant objected to answer this interrogatory on the ground that the 
promissory note being insufficiently stamped was not admissible in 
evidence. At the trial of the action a daughter of the deceased man 

le stated in her evidence that her father and the defendant had had 
money transactions between them; and the defendant was thereupon 
cross-examined as to his interrogatories, and counsel asked him to look at 
missory note. Objection was taken on his behalf that the 

ry note could not be looked at or used inany way, but the judge 
overruled the objection and allowed the defendant to look at it. The 
t then said ; ‘“‘It is my signature to the document of the 3rd of 

June, 1889 (meaning the promissory note). I have no recollection of 

figing the £30 15s. back: I have no recollection of borrowing that sum, 

t will not swear anything about it. Refreshing my memory on reading 
the document of the 3rd of June, 1889, I don’t believe I should have 

that document if I had not received the money. 1 cannot give a 
case of signing a document for money which I had not received."’ The 
indge on the above evidence entered judgment for the plaintiffs. The 

tappealed. Section 38 of the Stamp Act, 1891, provides that 

iy person who takes or receives a promissory note, not being duly 
stamped, ‘‘ either in payment or as a security or by purchase or otherwise, 
not be entitled to recover thereon or to make the same available for 

any purpose whatever.”” On behalf of the defendant it was contended 
that this section prevented the promissory note in question from being 
any way, and in support of this contention the following cases 

Were cited : Ashling v. Boon (39 W. R. 208; 1891, 1 Ch. 568), Jaeker vy. 

International Cable Oo. (5 Times L.. R. 13), 

Covrr (Wnicut and Brvor, JJ.), dismissed the a peal. 
Waionr, J ., in giving judgment, said he thought that tt substance and 
the learned judge below meant to eay that the promissory note 
put into the defendant’s hand in order to challenge his memory, 





and no use had been made by the judge himself of the note as evidence. 
The judge bad before him the admissions made by the defendant himself 


after looking at the note, and there was sufficient evidence in such 
admissions to support the plaintiffs’ claim. 

Bruce, J., in concurring, expressed his opinion that the promissory 
note was only handed to the defendant to look at. It could not in any 
way be used in evidence. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, R. V. Bankes ; 
Loekniss. Soxtcrrors, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for Balshaws $§ 
Challinor, Bolton ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for J. W. Hope, Wigan. 

[Reported by E. G. Srittwet, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HEWITT v. TAYLOR—10th February. 


ADULTERATION—M1Lk—Evipence—Anatys?’s CERTIFICATE—ANALYST NOT 
CaLiEp as A Witness—Evipence or Derenpant—Foop anp Drues Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 21. 


This was a case stated by justices of Mossley, the question being 
whether, in a prosecution under the Food and Drugs Acts, the certificate 
of the analyst is conclusive evidence of the facts stated therein when the 
defendant does not require the analyst to be called. Taylor was summoned 
under section 6 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1875, for selling on the 26th 
of April, 1895, as new milk a substance which had had six parts of water 
added to every 100 parts of the poorest milk. An analysis was made by 
two analysts, and the certificate issued by them stated that ‘‘ upwards of 
six parts of water had been added to every 100 parts of the poorest milk.” 
Taylor did not require the analysts, or either of them, to be called ; but he 
tendered himself as a witness, and stated that the can from which the milk 
was sold contained the milk of two cows which he had milked himself, 
that there was no water in the can when the milk was put in, and that 
none was added afterwards, and no one but himself had control of 
the can up to the time of the sale. He attributed the poorness of the 
milk to the fact that one of the cows referred to had calved on the 9th of 
April, and he had noticed that her milk had been of poor quality. The 
magistrates, not being satisfied that water had in fact been added, dis- 
missed the summons. The appellant’s contention was that, on the true 
construction of section 21 of the Act, where the defendant did not require 
the analyst to be called, the certificate was conclusive evidence of the 
facts stated in it: Harrison v. Richards (45 J. P. 552) was cited in support 
of this contention. Section 21 is as follows: ‘‘ At the hearing of the in- 
formation ir such proceeding’the production of the certificate of the 
analyst shall be sufficient evidence of the facts therein stated, unless the 
defendant shall require that the analyst shall be called as a witness, and 
the parts of the article retained by the person who purchased the article 
shall be produced, and the defendant may, if he think fit, tender himself 
and his wife to be examined on his behalf, and he or she shall, if he so 
desire, be examined accordingly.”’ 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. They said 
that the section did not say that the evidence of the certificate was to be 
conclusive, but only that it was to be sufficient evidence. The section 
meant that the defendant might be examined to shew that there was some 
inaccuracy, or to explain some ambiguity in the certificate. That being so, 
the magistrates were entitled to weigh the respondent’s evidence against 
the evidence of the certificate, and to decide as upon a question of fact.— 
Counssi, Clay; F. Newbolt. Soricrrors, F. C. Hulton; Emmett ¢ Co., for 
J. H. Fletcher, Mossley. 

[Reported by C. G. Wiisranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HANES v. BRIDGMAN—10th February. 


Tramways Acts—Bys-Law—Rerrsat To Pay tue Farr m= Deraver or 
propvctne Ticker. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. In pur- 
suance of the powers given them by the ‘Tram Act, 1870, the North 
Metropolitan Tramways Co. made following bye-law: ‘‘ Each pas- 


senger shall shew his ticket (if any) when required so to do, to the con- 
ductor or any duly authorized servant of the com , and shall also, when 
required so to do, either deliver up his ticket or pay the fare legally 
demandable for the distance travelled over by such passenger.” Another 
bye-law imposed a penalty of £2 for the breach of any bye-law. The 
respondent, while travelling on one of the company's tramcars was asked 
to shew his ticket, and, as he was unable to produce it, he was asked to 
pay the fare, which he refused todo. It —— that he had already 
paid the fare, but had inadvertently torn up his ticket. A summons was 
taken out under the bye-laws. The magistrate found that the respondent 
had no intention to defraud the company, and dismissed the summons. 
On behalf of the tramways company it was pointed out that the bye-law 
was made for the purpose of protec’ the company from the 

of their servants, and that it ought to be enforced. Heep v. Day (51 J. P. 
813) was cited. 

Tue Court (Lrxpiry and Kar, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linotey, L.J., said that the bye-law might have been —— more 
clearly, but the reason for such a bye-law was apparent. ve effect 
to the suggestion that a person who had already his fare was not 
bound by the bye-law to pay, it a second time would be to destroy the 
utility of the bye-law. If this gentleman had not lost his ticket, 
but had lost his money too—if, for instance, he had had ao cmoay picked 
—the case might have been different ; but here there was ing to shew 

he had not the money, and he ought to have paid, 

Kay, L.J., said the respondent ought to have paid when he was asked to 
do so; then, perhaps, afterwards he could have recovered the excess. But 

to refuse to pay was to commit a breach of the bye-law.—Oornsm, 
©. W. Mathews, Sortrorron, Hugs Gedfivy, 





{Reported by C, @, Wueaanan, Barristerat-Law.) 
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ATKINSON v. MAYOR OF CARLISLE—4th February. 


Country Courr—Costrs—Counszei’s Fers—Costs on Hicuer Scate—Itemu 
86, Orv. 50a, R. 7. 

This was an ex parte application to the court to make an order allowing 
counsel a further fee in a taxation of costs in a county court for each time 
he had attended the county court in a case which was adjourned from 
time to time. There was no local bar in the court town, nor within twenty 
miles thereof. It was contended that a fresh fee on the brief should be 
allowed each time counsel went to the court to attend to the case. In the 
taxation of costs in a county court on the higher scale provision is made 
by No. 86 (see Annual County Courts Practice, 1896, p. 318) for the allow- 
ance of special items in certain cases. No. 86, which applies to columns 
B and C, is as follows: ‘‘ In the cases mentioned in ord. 50a, r. 7, where 
there is no local bar in the court town, or within twenty miles thereof, a 
further fee may be allowed by order of the judge, if in his opinion the 
maximum fee allowable on the brief is insufficient, not i 
£2 4s, 6d.”’ 

Tae Cover (Lawneance and Cottrs, JJ.) were of opinion that this 
special item could only be allowed once in the case, notwithstanding the 
fact that counsel had attended in court on several occasions. Application 
dismissed.—Covnszt, €. Cavanagh. Soxicrrors, Nicholson, Graham, § 
Graham, for Scott, Carlisle. 


[Reported by E. G. S11:uwewt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LIDDELL (Appellant) r. LOFTHOUSE (Respondent)—13th February. 


Gawxc—Inizcan Berrmyc—Untawrv, User or a PLace POR THE 
or Berrme— Prace’”’—Grovunp Between Two Srays or A 
Hoarpisxc—Berrmc Hovses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vier. c. 119), s. 3. 


Case statec by justices of the borough of Stockton-on-Tees. An 
information was preferred at the borough police court by the appellant 
against the respondent under the Betting Houses Act, 1853, s. 3, pe 
that the respondent between the 18th and 20th of June, 1895, ‘‘ being a 
person using a certain place situate on the riverside in the said borough 
and known by the name of ‘the betting ground,’ did unlawfully use the 
said place for the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto upon 
certain events and contingencies of and relating to certain horse races.” 


riverside, and was partly a hoarding 
wooden stays driven into the ground, and that on the 18th, 19th, and 
20th of June the respondent was standing at or near the same spot 
between two of the stays calling out the odds on horses, making bets, and 
ing and receiving money, a large number of persons being present. 
** place ’’ where the dent stood was not circumscribed 
ett ae tee ee icated above. It was —— a 
appellant respondent was using a ‘or the 
of betting within the meaning of the Act; and on behalf of the 
espondent that the locality in which the twas standing, not 
being enclosed and being free to the public, was not a place. The 
justices were of opinion that it was very doubtful whether the respondent 
‘was using 2 “‘ place,”’ and me | dismissed the information. On the appeal 


isd 


if 


“ 


the following cases were ci Doggett v. Catterns (13 W. BR. 160, 390), 
Shaw v. Moriey (L. R. 3 Ex. 137), Bows v. Fenwick (L.R. 9 C. P. 339), 
v. Maries (8 Q. B. D. 275), Eastwood v. Miller (L. R. 9 Q. B. 440), 

: R 


-R. 10 Q. B. 102), Reg. v. Cook (13 Q. B. D. 385), 

Snow v. Hill (14 Q. B. D. 588), Hornsby v. Raggett (1892, 1 Q. B. 20), 
Whitehurst v. Fincher (17 Cox C. C. 70), and Reg. v. Preedy (ih. 433). 

Lespter and Kay, L.JJ., (sitting as a divisional court) allowed the 


mex, L.J.—In this case I think that the offence described by the 
Salat eat bee Dose connate’, cont ab the auvaletenien enges t 
have convicted the respondent. [His lordship ref to the facts as 
stated caee, and continued :] It is obvious that the respondent was 
using one of the little bays between the stays which supported the hoard- 
ing for the purpose of - It appears to me that that is an end 
, unless the word “place” is so defined that this cannot be 
considered 2 place within the meaning of the Act of Parliament. It is 
important to observe that this information is based upon section 3, which 
: who, being the owner or occupier of any house, 


we cannot that this is a If it were res nova, I should feel no 
shadow of , but there have been decisions, and it is necessary to 
wee What sect 


: 
‘ 
f 

‘ 


tarned upon section 5, the question being whether a could be said 
to be the owner or occupier of a piece of ground under a tree in Hyde 
Park within the meaning of that section, and it was held that he could 
mot. Bat im section 2 the word is “using,” so that that can really 

mo serious difficulty, although there are that the 

doubted whether the ground occ by the defendant was a 
a 2’ The other case is Whitchurd 1. Fincher, in which the alleged place 
was the ber of 2 


| obtain a licence 





enti ren by the remarks of Mathew, Hornsby ¥. Raggett, | 

where he sys that in Whitehurst v. Fincher “ the tacta only 

erie okt ant as io gulee. Bg net prokiites oA by the 
tas y not 

het we thonght the dete per ad aber sane Pha ne Here the 

maagiatrats house was habitually betting : 

No dont this Act A Parliament is not disected against mete betting ; It 


—= 
is directed against those who carry on a business of betting, and hays; | 
ecaibe oe bly pe this Why f tor pa ae 
¢ was und ©) or the : 
business of betting. I the is sufficiently deoceinal ps 
information. It is more or less i ite in its boundaries, but it 
described that a person could find it by the description. The magistraty 
ought to have convicted, and the case must be remitted to the 
accordingly. 
Kay, L.J., after referring to the facts and to the language of 
of the Betting Houses Act, 1853, said :—-It is contended that the 
of the ee b ae the — of a go ge and shews that the 
aimed at is the opening of places ;for urpose of betting. But #; 
clear that this man was a bookmaker Seaopted to thie tha 
purposes of his business. Why is that not opening a place for the 
of betting? We must not give a narrow construction to the words of t} 
ble. I think he was doing the very bey 2 that is aimed at by th 
Act. It is said that this is nota sufficiently defined place, that a 
must be circumscribed s»mehow ; and that if, for instance, a man said the 
he would be at the foot of a particular statue in Charing Cross for, 
aes of betting that would not bea place. I cannot see why not, } 
not necessary that a place should be defined by metes and bounds, | 
should have no doubt that the foot of a certain statue would be, 
sufficiently indicated place within the Act of Parliament. In Doggett; 
Catterns the decision was confined to sections 4 and 5 of the Act. Bectiq 
3 is much wider ; it covers any person ‘*‘ using’’ a place, and is 
sections 4 and 5, confined to owners and occupiers. I think Whitehurst, 
Fincher comes nearer this case than any other decision cited on behalf ¢ 
the respondent. It was there proved that the man had been betting fg 
three consecutive days in the bar of a public-house. It does not 
that he was carrying on the business of a bookmaker, and I rather gathe 
that the judges thought that he was betting as one person might bet wig 
another in a public-house. It was held that he was not using a ple 
within the Act. But here there isa professional bookmaker resorting i 
this place in order to carry on his business of betting. I think that th 
facts bring the case within the words of the Act, and that the magistraty 
ought to have convicted. Appeal allowed. CounseL, Tindal Atkin, 
Q.C., and Simey ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., C. Mathews, and Stutfield. Soum. 
tors, Eldridge § Sprott, for Archer § Fisher, Stockton-on-Tees; lift, 
Henley, § Sweet, for Barrow § Smith, Darlington. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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PHILLIPS ». EVANS—l4th February. 


Revenve—Exocise—Dopv Tax—Certiricate or ExempTion—Jvrispicny 
or Justices—Rervusat to Convict—‘‘ Trirtine Orrence’’—30 Vien¢ 
5—Custroms anp InLtanD Revenvug Act, 1878 (41 Vicr. c. 15), s, @- 
Summary Jvunispicrion Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), s. 16. 


Case stated by justices of Cardiganshire. Proceedings were taka 

against the respondent before the justices to recover a penalty for 
a dog without a licence as required by the 30 Vict. c. 5, as am 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1878. Section 22 of the latter Ad 
provides that ‘‘ in the case of dogs kept and used solely for the p d 
tending sheep or cattle on a farm, or in the exercise of the calling « 
occupation of a shepherd, exemption from duty may be obtained byt 
owners of such dogs’ in the manner described in that section—viz., th 
owner may fill up and sign a declaration in a form prescribed by the Cam 
missioners of Inland Revenue, and upon doing so, ‘‘ he shall be entitle 
to receive a certificate of exemption from duty in respect of the dog @ 
dogs, not exceeding two in number, kept by him solely’’ for the p 
above mentioned. It was proved that the respondent kept a dog and bel 
neither a licence nor a certificate of exemption. The justices also fou 
upon evidence that the respondent was a who was entitled to receiv 
a certificate of exemption, and were of opinion that, though the 
am, in the absence of each certificate, have been considered as 

the circumstances the alleged offence was of so tifing 9 
that it was inexpedient to inflict any punishment. They therefore 
missed the information. Section 16 of the Summary Jurisdiction A¢ 
1879, provides that if the court of summary jurisdiction ‘think i 
though the charge is proved the offence was in the particular case of ® 
trifling a nature that it is inexpedient to inflict any pnnishment,” thy 
may, without necting to conviction, dismiss the information. 

pizy and Kay, L JJ. (sitting as a divisional court) allowed & 


piey, L.J.—Section 22 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Ach 
1878, is not very happily worded, because it provides that in certain cas 
the owner ‘‘ shall be entitled ’’ to receive a certificate of exemption fros 
duty. But the meaning if clear that if the owner had no licence and dow 
not uce a certificate of exem a Se ee ee he tax. 
r upon the Summary J lon Act, 1879, is far more 
His lordship read section 16 of that Act, and continued :--] Now 
ustices have found that the respondent kept a dog and had no licence aaé 
no certificate of exemption. They also were of opinion that be was 
son who was entitled to a certificate of enemies under section 22 ofthe 
Customs avd Inland Revenue Act, 1878. They dismissed the info 
because they thought either that no offence had been committed, or tht 
if there was an offence it was of so trifiiag @ nature that it was inexpediet 
to inflict any puuishment. If they had said that if the respondent would 
would not convict we would have thought it nec 
sary tointerfere. But they have decided that it is a trifling matter irs 
man plenty + Ay adnrs We therefore hold, as a matter of i, 
that it was not a ing matter, and that the justices had no | 
to stiewee man from paying the tax. ‘The appeal must therefor ™ 
owed. 
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pject out. The last syndicate had only come to an end within the last 
iow weeks, and they had paid the society no less than £10,000 by way of 
forfeit for having failed to carry out their engagements with the society. 
At length the directors determined to carry out the building. He was 
going to say that he was almost sorry théy had not so decided at an 
earlier date, but he thought they were right in feeling that it was 
their duty to exhaust every endeavour to get someone else to cover the 
ground before undertaking that responsibility. This, however, they had 
now decided to do, very reluctantly, but under stress of circumstances. 
They had learnt a good deal, something to avoid, something, perhaps, to 
take advantage of in the various schemes which were proposed by the 
syndicates. Jt seemed to him that the vice of the schemes of all the 
syndicates had been that not one of them got beyond the idea of risking 
everything upon one grand building. One syndicate was going to build a 
splendid hotel, a copy of the Grand Hotel in Paris; another was going to 
erect an opera-house of surpassing magnificence ; and others had schemes 
somewhat of the same kind. When the board became certain that, if 
anything was to be done, they must undertake it, they took into their 
counsels Mr. Phipps, an architect of great eminence, who had had a great 
deal to do with buildings of this sort, and, acting under his advice, they 
had determined that the scheme for covering the ground should not 
involve the society in one huge building only. The ground extended from 
Pall Mall to Charles-street, having the whole frontage of the Haymarket 
on one side, and being bounded on the other by the existing Opera-arcade. 
Acting under Mr. Phipps’ advice, the board determined that, at the 
Charles-street end, they would, erect a theatre, not an opera-house, 
which should occupy the whole of the frontage in Charles-street and 
about one-third of the whole space of ground, extending a third of 
the way down te Haymarket. No sooner had the board settled 
upon this than they found that there were several gentleman of 
eminence connected with theatrical matters who thought the scheme 
so good that they were anxious to come to terms by which the 
society would be relieved from finding any portion of the funds for 
building the theatre, that was to say, for covering one-third of the 
ground, and the society would receive a ground-rent which was in every 
way satisfactory. The society would still have the frontage to Pall Mall 
and about 180 feet on the Haymarket side, and the intention of the board 
was that there was to be an arcade, with shops on each side; and it was 

to have in addition a café on the most approved principles at the 
corner of Pa)l Mal and the Haymarket, whilst a large restaurant. or 
perhaps banqueting hall, would occupy the whole of the first floor 
on the Haymarket side. There would be a central court surrounded 
by suites of residential chambers of the modern class. Mr. Phipps 
had worked the whole out in the most careful manner, and had 
given his opinion as to what the return would be. The plans had 
been submitted to three of the largest house agency firms in that part 
of London, with the result that they not only fully confirmed, but even 
went beyond Mr. Phipps’ calculations ; and the board were assured that 
such was the demand for shops and for residential chambers in that part 
of the town that there would not be the slightest risk whatever of any 
difficulty in letting them. Under these circumstances, the board were led 
to hope that when the buildings were erected they would be not only ina 
position of security as regarded their liability on the original guaran- 
tee, but that the society would possibly find itself in a better position 
still. He had thought it right to give these details somewhat at 
length, not merely because he was anxious to get rid of any anxiety 
which he knew some of the shareholders had felt, but because he was 
quite sure he would be asked questions about the matter. He had 
thought it better to anticipate these by telling all the board were at 
liberty to tell at present, because of course there were negotiations pro- 
ceeding about which it would be a little inconvenient that he should be 
questioned at present. But he could assure the meeting that the directors 
felt no kind of anxiety whatever as to the ultimate get out of whatever 
liability the society had been under with respect to the site of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre. 

Mr. Hexxny Roscoz seconded the adoption of the report, which was 

to unanimously. 

On the moticn of the Cuarmman, seconded by Mr. Roscor, a further 
dividend of £5,000 was ordered to be paid in respect of the half-year 
ending the 3lst of December, 1895, making the dividend for the year 
five per cent. per annum. 

On the motion of the Cuarsman, seconded by Mr. Bastt Frerp, the 
retiring directors, Mr. John Hunter, Mr. F. H. Janson, Mr. B. G. Lake, 
and Mr. Richard Pennington were re-elected. 

The retiring auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co. were also, 
on the motion of the Cuamman, re-elected. 

Mr. T. L. Wixrsox moved a vote of thanks to the chairman. He 

lated the society on ite progress, observing on the satisfactory 
increase in ite funds. 

Mr. Arrere seconded the motion, which was carried, and the CuarmMan 


briefly responded. 


ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE, STALYBRIDGE, AND DISTRICT LAW 
ASSOCIATION, 
The following are extracts from the report of tae committee :— 
Mombers.—The number of members is now thirty-eight, two having left 
of died, and one new member having been elected during the year. 
Land Tranfer Bill.—As stated in last year’s report, this Bill was 
, but was agzin introduced into the House of Lords by the 





Lord e on the 12th of Febuary, 1495, and read a second time, 
and referred toa ing Committee, and ultimately read a third time 
w0A paesed, and into the House of Commons. Your committee, 





—= 
in conjunction with the Incorporated Law Society, the Mange 
Incorporated Law Association, and the associated provincial 
used every endeavour to prevent this Bill becoming compulsory, jy 
hon. secretary was engaged in obtaining signatures to a memorial 
the Bill, and a meeting of the Lancashire law societies was fixed to 
held in London on the 9th of May, when previously to the meetip, the 
Attorney-General consented to refer the Bill to a Select Committee 
power to take evidence. The Select Committee met, and went fully int) 
the matter. In consequence, however, of the resignation of the Mini 
dissolution of Parliament, the Select Committee resolved to report withoy 
comment the evidence taken. The Bill consequently came to an 
If again introduced by the present Lord Chancellor, the probability j, 
that it will be again referred to a Select Committee. The com 
clauses will be strenuously opposed by all the law societies, and yoy 
committee hope that the opposition will be successful. 

Incorporated Law Society.—A circular was received and communicated jp 
the members suggesting: (1) That the existing rate of subscription, 


should be considered with a view to their increase ; (2) to obtain an Ag | 


of Parliament rendering it compulsory on every person practising as, 
solicitor to be a member of the society, and to pay a subscription to by 
collected when he takes out his certificate; (3) to invite a special 
subscription from individual members, to provide a fund to be applied iy 
paying off the deficit, and for the general purposes of the society. Yoy 
committee approved of the second suggestion, provided the subscription 
could by the same enactment be taken out of the sum paid annually tp 
the Government for certificate duty. A communication to the abo 
effect was made by your committee to the Incorporated Law Society, 4 
further circular, dated July 11th, 1895, was received, stating that steps 
had been taken with the object of procuring additional funds by a 
alteration of the amount and application of the certificate duty, but that 
the suggestion had not been favourably entertained by the Treasury, and 
that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society had no alternative but 
to increase the members’ subscriptions. 





NORFOLK AND NORWICH INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 


Members.—The number of members at the commencement of the year 
was 77. Three have been elected since, one has resigned, and one died, 
making the present number 78, of whom two are life members. Th 
number of barristers and others not being members of the society who 
subscribe to the library is 17, of whom one is alife member. The number 
of members of this society who are also members of the Incorporated Lay 
Society, U.K., is 31. 

Land Transfer Biil.—This Bill, which was again introduced by the Lond 
Chancellor, passed the House of Lords. A.strong opposition was onse 
more organized, and by the direction of your committee the secretary 
procured memorials against the Bill to be extensively signed, and forwarded 
the same to the members of Parliament representing the city and various 
divisions of the county. As a result of the opposition throughout the 
country, the Bill was referred by the House of Commons to a Select Com- 
mittee to take evidence. The council of the Incorporated Law Society 
invited this society to send proofs of any practitioners in this district able 
and willing to give evidence. Atthe request of your committee, your vice- 
president, Mr. F. T. Keith, prepared a proof, which was duly forwarded 
to the Law Society. The work of the Select Committee was not completed 
on the dissolution of Parliament. It being considered that an alternative 
scheme to registration should be put forward by the profession, Mr. Wal- 
stenholme, at the request of the Law Society, prepared a draft Bill, which 
has been before your committee, and subsequently considered at a special 
meeting of the provincia) law societies held in London on the 29th df 
November last. Your president, Mr. G. F. Cooke, attended the meeting 
as a delegate from this society, when it was resolved that Mr. Wal- 
stenholme’s Bill should be transmitted to the Lord Chancellor for his 
consideration, and this has been done. The thanks of this Society ar 
specially due to Mr. B. G. Lake for the immense amount of time he bas 
devoted to this subject, and all members should read the evidence he gave 
before the Select Committee of the House of Commons. 

Stamping Conveyances and Assignments, subject to apportioned yearly charge # 
ground rents.—As the result of further efforts of the law societies, the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue on the 20th of February, 1895, issueds 
new circular, stating that if any stamp question be raised at any future 
time in reference to instruments of this class executed before 1895 th 
same should be stamped on application without any limit of time. 

Stamping Transfers of Mortgages.—The commissioners have taken the 
view that, in addition to the transfer duty, a reconveyance or 
stamp is necessary on a transfer of mortgage, when a part of the debt has 
been paid off, and the mortgagor joins and a new proviso for redemption 
is created. The law socicties are endeavouring to obtain some conces#ia 
from the Inland Revenue with reference to this mftter. 

Public Trustee.—A Bill to establish a public trustee was brought befor 
Parlian:ent last Session. ‘The Select Committee of the House of Common 
reported against the public trustee being compulsorily associated with ever 
trust, and it was suggested that there is no reason to oppose the ap 
ment of a public trustee which it is optional for testators and settlors @ 
adopt. But, having regard to the experience which the profersion hi 
gained by the Government dealings with bankruptcy and company 18%, 
there is little doubt that if once a public trustee department were 
lished compulsion would rapidly follow in order to make it pay. [t# 
necessary, therefore, for members of the profession to point out the hea] 
costs, long delays, and serious inconvenience which will arise if ev@y 
trust estate be by a public department. 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


‘the usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 12th of February, Mr. R. Pennington, J.P., in the chair; the other 

present being Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), W. B. Brook, 

Hf. M. Cotton, W. Geare, Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), John 

_J. H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, 

RW. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, Sir J. T. Woodhouse, M.P. (Hull), 

FT, Woolbert, and J. IT’. Scott (secretary). A sum of £417 was dis- 

ibuted in grants of relief. Eighteen new members were admitted to the 
ggociation, and other general business transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, Feb. 3.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. J.S. Green 
moved: *‘ That the decision of the House of Lords in Trego v. Hunt was 
” Mr. Sinclair-Cox opposed, and Dr. Herbert Smith and Messrs. 
Neville, Tebbutt, C. W. Williams, Lee Nash, A. L. North, and A. W. 


Marks spoke. 

Monday, Feb. 10.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. S. E. 
Hubbard moved: ‘‘ That it is expedient that the Imperial Government 
should assume the administration of the territories now under the control 
of the British South Africa Co.’’ Mr. W. J. Boycott opposed, and 
Mesers. C. H. Smith, G. D. Elliman, G. H. Goodfellow, A. W. Richard- 
son, A. W. Marks, E. W. Sinclair-Cox, and P. H. Edwards joined in the 
debate. The motion was ultimately carried by the casting vote of the 


chairman. 

- Monday, Feb. 17.—Mr. G. H. Goodfellow in the chair. Mr. C. Kains 
Jackson moved: ‘‘ That an alliance with France, rather than with 
Germany, would be conducive to British interests.’’ Mr. G. D. Elliman 
opposed, and Messrs. H. M. Dalston, A. W. Marks, W. F. Symonds, 
A. W. Richardson, A. M. Begg, B. W. Wood, W. 8S. Sherrington also 
speke. The motion was carried by two votes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


BLackuuRN AND District Law Srvupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Feb. 5— | 
Mr. Malam Brothers, clerk to the Blackburn Borough Justices and the 
president of the Blackburn Incorporated Law Association, presided. 
There was an excellent attendance of members. In opening the proceed- 
ings Mr. Brothers announced that the secretary of the society (Mr. F. 
Hindle, of Darwen) had won the prize offered by Law Notes for the best 
report of a debate on their moot No. 3. The secretary then proposed, 
and Mr. T. Backhouse seconded, the following resolution, which was 
carried unanimously: ‘‘That the prize be presented to the Blackburn 
Incorporated Law Association, to be placed in their law library ; also that 
they be requested to provide a small number of books, suitable for law 
students, out of the £150 which they are proposing to spend in extending 
their library.”” A debate then took place upon the following subject : 
“Ts an absolute power of re-entry (without limitation as to time) on non- 
payment of a rent charge limited to uses upon a’grant in fee simple, or on 
abreach of covenants contained in such grant, void as being contrary to 
the rule against perpetuities?’? Mr. J. Cooper spoke in the affirmative, 
and Mr. Sharples replied on behalf of the negative. A most interesting 
discussion then took place, in which the following gentlemen spoke: 
Messrs. Backhouse, Ferguson, Hindle, Knowles, Marsden, and Riley. 
The question was decided in the affirmative by the narrow majority of 
one. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the business of the 
evening. 


THE INCORPORATED -LAW SOCIETY’S LAND 
TRANSFER BILL. 


The following is the memorandum prefixed to the Bill, the provisions 
of which we printed ante, p. 172 :— 

This Bill has been drafted by Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme, assisted by Mr. 
B. L. Cherry, on instructions cf the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, and its object is to make the title to land 
eenate as nearly as circumstances permit to the title to stock, and to 

the same advantages as would be secured under as good a system 

of registration of title as may be devised, without the disadvantages inci- 
dental to a register of owners. It is claimed that, in doing this, no new 
principle or rule of law is introduced, while much technical law (both 
common law and statute law) is rendered obsolete as regards purchasers 
and mortgagees. In the case of stock, the entire interest must be trans- 
ferred. Stock cannot be divided up into particular estates and 
remainders, which must be created only by way of trust. Accordingly 
the Bill prohibits the division of a fee leahe into particular estates and 
remainders. ‘This principle applied to land is not new ; it already exists in 
case of a term of years, which cannot be conveyed to A for life with 
Temainder toB. It is necessary in settling leaseholds, or a sum of stock, 
that they be vested in trustees. The Bill provides ay ree the necessity 
of vesting land in trustees by enabling the estate in the land to remain in 
the tenant for life with a restriction on sale, except under the Settled 
Acts, whenever trustees for the purposes of those Acts are named in 


sale and stock at present, the limitations under the settlement will be 
equitable only. This fits in with the scheme and policy of the Settled 
Land Acts, under which, though the tenant for life has not the fee, he 
has power to convey it, provided the purchase-money is paid to the trus- 
tees, or into court, and for the purpose of conveyance he practically has 
the fee simple ; and the re’ of a trustee to convey is not material. 
But, unlike the case of stock, there must be power to create other 
interests in land besides the fee simple. The Bill, therefore, allows the 
creation of terms of years absolute, and of rents, easements, &c., in fee, or 
for a term absolute. All these are made subject to the same principles as 
the fee simple, and cannot be divided into particular estates and remain- 
ders, involving evidence of death, failure of issue, &c. The whole fee or 
term must be transferred, and a purchaser will be concerned only with 
this whole fee or term. Under the Bill each owner of a fee or a term will 
have an absolute power of disposition, similar to the power of sale now 
given by statute to mortgagees, and can make a complete title. This 
removes all trusts from the title, thus reducing it, so far as regards a 
purchaser, to a series of simple transfers of the absolute interest. 

As to the provisions of the Bill.—The Bill divides interests in land into 
three kinds, ‘‘ estates,’’ “* fiduciary rights,’’ and ‘‘ paramount interests.” 
‘* Estates’? are the only interests which are the subject of transfer as 
between vendor and purchaser, and the estate owner will have an absolute 
power of disposition, and estates only will appear in the abstract of title. 
* Fiduciary ’’ rights are equitable ownership rights, which will not in any 
way affect a purchaser, or be investigated by him, whether they appear 
or not on the title. It is thought best to use a new term to i 
these ownership rights from the old term “‘trust.’” An estate includes 
only a fee simple, or a term of years absolute. The estate may be in the 
land, or in a rent-charge, or ‘an easement; and may be either legal or 
equitable. 

Settlements.—The Bill would be very short but for the necessity of pro- 
viding for settlements. It is, however, essential to the scheme of the Bill 
that there should always be an estate owner capable of making a title to 
a purchaser. As an estate owner will have an absolute power of disposition, 
there must be some means of preventing him from wrongfully parting 
with his estate, if only to give effect to ] processes. With this object 
a check is provided by cautions and inhibitions, which, under the pro- 
visions of the Bill, will not cause any more trouble to a purchaser than 
writing a letter and getting an answer. Settlements of freehold land will 
be made by conveying the fee to the tenant for life, making him actual 
owner instead of having, as at present, a mere power to convey: but he 
will not be able to convey unless the purchase-morey is paid either to the 
Settled Land Act trustees or into court. On his death his real representa- 
tive will dispose of the fee to the proper n—that is, either to the 
next tenant for life, with a proper appointment of trustees, or to the 
tenant in tail in ssion, who has barred his estate tail, or to a devisee 
or heir. The limitations of the settlement will be equitable, and are 
termed ‘“‘ fiduciary rights,’ but a purchaser will have nothing to do 
with these ; and they ought to be declared by a separate deed, as is 
now done in case of money arising under a trust for sale. As in 
the case of stock, the real representative, before transferring the fee 
to the person entitled, will have to see that all charges prior to his 
fiduciary right are satisfied; but on transferring to a tenant for life 
he need pay no regard to charges which can be over-reached under the 
powers of the Settled Land Acts; but in this case the conveyance will 
‘contain an appointment of trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts. After the death of a tenant for life the abstract of the su 
title will consist merely of the conveyance to him, probate of his will or 
letters of administration to his estate, and the conveyance by his real 
representative to the tenant in tail who sells, with, if there are more 
tenants for life than one, the intermediate conveyances by their real re- 
presentatives. The proofs of , births, deaths, failure of issue, 
and other matters of pedigree, showing the title of the tenant in tail, and 
also his disentailing deed, will be immaterial. The result will be that, us 

transactions taking place after the commencement of the Act, no 
evidence of title will be required by the purchasers except documents con- 
veying or vesting the estate. 

Existing settlenents.—As regards existing settlements, the estate of a 
tenant for life of full age is by the Bill enlarged into a fee simple or other 
the estate the subject of the settlement, and then the position is the same 
as under a settlement made after the Bill takes effect. The rights of pur- 
chasers and mor of particular estates under existing settlements 
are preserved, so that if (for instance) a reversionary life estate has been 
conveyed toa were he will still retain this legal estate for life, and 
the enlarged estate will be subject to it. 

Absolute power of disposition.—The estate owner, having an absolute 
power of disposition, will convey free from all affecting his estate, 
and none of the present searches will be required as liabilities 
arising after the commencement of the Act, except for improvement 
rent charges (the register for these may be conveniently removed to the 
Land Registry) ; and, as regards cautions and inhibitions, the vendor will 
produce a certificate that none are in force. Further, when an equitable 
owner obtains a conveyance of a prior estate, he becomes owner in respect 
of that prior estate, and can make a complete title by means of it, and 
his former equitable estate ceases to be = of the title ; and if he obtains 
= legal estate every equitable estate ind it becomes wiped off the 

e. 

Real representative.—The Bill provides that the executor or administra- 
tor shall be the real as well as personal representative. 

As to cautions and inhiditions.—As there is constituted, as proposed by 
this Bill, an estate owner, with absolute Laon « siiaran who can 

ty a 





the conveyance upon trust, and, as in case of land conveyed on trust for | 


defeat all equities, there will be no satisfactory 
security on those equities, unless there is power to put some check on his 
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distringas on stock, and without some check 

class of business now . The Bill 
therefore sets up a scheme of cautions and inhibitions similar to that which 
bres . . Cautions will drop after 
ys from warning, by registered letter, to the cautioner. Returns to 
searches may be obtained by post. No lists are to be published, under a 
penalty. Cautions are to be lodged before twelve o’clock at noon, and, if 
not, to be considered as lodged the next day, excluding Sunday, and are 
not to have any effect for two clear days from day of being lodged, ex- 
—_ Sunday. A pa can then ascertain that there is no caution, 
and ear days from the date of certificate that there is no 
caution or inhibition wherein to complete before any caution can take 
effect, and attendance at the Registry to complete will be unnecessary. 
An inhibition will be the same asa caution, but only put on with the con- 
sent of the restrained, or by Order of Court, and will not drop at 
the end of the 14 days, but only with consent of the person who inhibits, 
or by Order of Court. If a cautioner requires to enforce his claim, 
he apply for an injunction, and for an Order of the Court enabling him 
to 1 ap inhibition. The present /is pendens Register is almost identical 
Caution and Inhibition Register as proposed by the Bill, the /is 
pendens Register being a register of actions commenced, and the Caution 
and Inhibition Register being a register of claims on which actions may 
be, or have been, commenced. The Caution and Inhibition Register 


5 


imposes no greater onus in the way of search than exists at present under. 


the lis pendens Register. The System of Cautions and Inhibitions will 
the present onerous searches to be abolished, so far as regards 
ies arising after the commencement of the Act; but lands improve- 
ment rent charges must still be allowed priority, and a search for them 
and for liabilities existing before the commencement of the Act will still 
remain necessary. The duty of clearing cautions and inhibitions and 
the office copy certificate is, by the Bill, thrown on a 
vendor. He is bound to produce, before completion, an official certificate 
of search, shewing that there is no caution or inhibition in force, within 
two clear days before the day of ccmpletion. Provision is made to enable 
notices under cautions to be sent to a firm of partners as well as to the 
cautioner, so that a cautioner may obtain ample security, notwith- 
that he may be called abroad. The Regi will send the 
. The fees for cautions and inhibitions should be fixed with the 
—— only of clearing the working expenses of the register. 
immediate effect of Bill.—It will be seen that this Bill has an immediate 
effect on titles much more extensive than the Registration of Title Bill of 
last Session—intended to be compulsory in case of a sale. That Bill, if 
, would not in any way simplify the title to land in settlement 
a sale ; and the land, unless sold under the Settled Land Acts, would 
remain governed by the present system tilla bar of the entail and sale, 
notwithstanding intermediate mortgages ; so that, for many years to come, 
all matters of pedi under settlements, including not only settlements 
existing at the time of the passing of that Bill, but also those afterwards 
le, and all mortgages, would remain part of the title. Under the Bill 
now proposed all settlements, existing as well as future, are brought under 
the new system, and no proof will be required of any matter of 
after the commencement of the Act, except as to deaths, of which 
or letters of administration will be sufficient conveyancing 
evidence. This is clearly shewn by the epitome of specimen a 
contained in the Schedule to the Bill. 
Death duties.—If the Government assent to the clause as to death duties, 
purchaser will take free from all such duties. In is conceived that the 
will not in any way suffer by such assent in consequence of land 
made to vest in the real representative, who will be personally liable 
to payment of duties, and moreover the Government can be pro- 
by acaution. This is the existing principle as regards stock and 
as regards land held on trust for sale; further, a sale under the 
Settled Land Acts or under a power, frees the land from succession 


f 
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G .—The creation of a security by deposit of deeds is not only not 
interfered with, but will be facilitated. No alteration is made in the 
devolution of beneficial interests. Any consequential repeals of Statutes, 
and any desired amendments of existing law, will be best effected by a 

Bill, and such Bill ought to provide that all matters for search 
mow require re-registration every five years should not be 
re-registered, so that at the end of five years all present searches would 


LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Hamaxc, Q.C., has been elected Master of the Library of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, in succession to the late Mr. Bidder, Q.C. 


Lord Davey has been elected Dean of the Chapel of Lincoln’s-inn, in 
succession to Mr. Hemming, Q.C. 

Mr. Jauzs Rerxoxns, solicitor, of 70, Basinghall-street, London, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Waurez Joux Prue, solicitor, of Exeter, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pring was admitted in August, 1889. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Disso.vrion. 


Epazic Bayizr, Frepericx Gurww Avams 
solicitors, Raydon House, 
London. Dec. 31. 





and Gzorcz Lonamvs Hawken, 
Potters Fields, Tooley -street, Southwark, 
(Gazette, Feb. 18. 











GENERAL. 


The Daily News says that Mr. Thomas Raleigh, Reader in Law to thy 
University of Oxford, and Quain Professor of Law at University 
London, has been appointed by the Duke of Devonshire to succeed Mp, 
Faber as Registrar of the Privy Council. 


It is announced that the number of companies being compulsorily woung 
up is not such as to justify the Board of Trade in filling up the 
created by the appointment of Mr. Stewart, the official receiver, as lek 
of the London County Council. 


Mr. Neville, Q.C., made his first pera in Mr. Justice Rome's 
court last week, after an absence of about nine months through illness, 
Mr. Justice Romer and the members of the bar present in court cop. 
gratulated the learned counsel on his return to health. 


The Lord Chief Justice will preside over a meeting in Lincoln’s-iny 
Hall on Friday, the 28th inst., in connection with the Metropolitan Digs. 
charged Prisoners’ Aid Society. Among the speakers who will be present 
on the occasion will be Mr. Ruggles-Brise, chairman of the Prisons Board, 
Sir Frank Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., and Mr. Justice Kekewich. 


It appears from the annual report of the Local Government Board, just 
issued, that the liabilities of the local authorities in respect of their out. 
standing loans at the end of 1893 exceeded £215,000,000, being an increase 
of about 132 per cent. since 1875. The loans raised during the nineteen 
years ending in 1893 amounted to £207,000,000. The amount of debt 
—— = rateable value has risen in that period from about 16s, t 
£1 7s. 4d. 

A Parliamentary paper, just issued, giving the receipts and expenditure 
of the Paymaster-General on behalf of the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
in a of the funds of suitors of the court, in the year ended the 28th 
of February, 1895, states that the receipts for the year, including the 
balances on the Ist of March, 1894, amounted to £11,819,787 in cash and 
£66,445,147 in securities, as well as a number of securities. The expendi- 
ture during the year amounted to £8,998,825 in cash, and included 
securities transferred, delivered, and sold toa total of £7,880,948 expressed 
in English currency, as well as a variety of securities expressed in Indian 
and foreign currencies. The balances on the 28th of February, 1895, were 
—cash, £2,820,961; securities, £58,564,128; together with the afore. 
mentioned securities. 


In the House of Commons on the 18th inst, Mr. Oswald asked the 
Attorney-General whether he was aware of the practice of Treasury coun- 
sel making statements of alleged facts (not proved or previously adjudi- 
cated upon) to the prejudice of prisoners after conviction and before sen- 
tence, and calculated to influence the judge unfavourably towards them; 
and whether steps would be taken to stop such practice.—The Attorney- 
General said: The practice is not correctly stated in the hon. and learned 
member’s question. It has for many years been the custom, after a 
prisoner has been convicted and before he is sentenced, for the presiding 
judge to ask for information as to the antecedents of the prisoner. This 

ormation is given on the report of responsible people by counsel, whether 
instructed by the Treasury or not. Such statements are by no means 
invariably calculated to prejudice prisoners. The wisdom of such 4 prac- 
tice is for the jndees, and, in my opinion, it would not be desirable in 
the interests of convicted A arom to put an end to such practice.—Mr. 
aa said he should take an early opportunity of calling attention to 
this matter. 





An important sale of City freeholds was held at Tokenhouse-yard on 
Tuesday, by Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, and Bridgewater. No. 
16, py let on lease, forty-two years unexpired, at £600 per annum, 
sold for £18,300, equal to thirty and a half years’ purchase on the rental. 
The freehold of Nos. 37 and 38, King William-street, London-bridge, le 
in three portions, at rentals producing a net income of about £700 
£750 per annum, realized £18,050. 


On Wednesday last Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield held an auxiliary 
periodical sale of reversions, life interests, life policies, &c., when @ 
of over £17,150 was realized as follows :—Absolute reversions to three oné- 
seventh shares of a trust estate invested in bank stock and cash value 
£13,400, ther with life interests in two-sevenths, sold for £3,125; life 
interest of aged forty-four in £84 annum from railway 
£810 ; absolute reversion to one moiety of £23,099, sold for £5,650; 1 
versionary life interest in £633 per annum, together with policy for 
£8,500, sold for £6,175; life interest of gentleman aged thirty-six ® 
£43 10s. per annum, £350; life policy for £700 in Scottish Provident, life 
aged sixty-two, £340; shares in Fibre Treatment Co., £715 10s. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota ov Registrars 1 Atreypanon oO” 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
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. Jackson Mr, Leach 
et Goatrer 
Jackson Leach 
Clowes Godfrey 
Jackson Leach 
Clowes Godfrey 


Feb. 22, 1896: 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
r to the Srieuixe. KExewicn. Romer. to their names addresses, and particulars of 
Strand. Twist, 5, Bedford row, solor for 
me sony, Feb. .....0005 oe am Mr. Farmer Mr. Contagion Mr. we ; Soom Lospor Sk 2A! = PLatrao~-Creitors are required, on or before 18, to 
particulars debts or claims, 7k. 
= ee ee bd -Everden, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 
’ Wound ae M4 ones  — et London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 18. 
=a - JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
. Luarzp mm Caancery. 
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; usa} months, Fanny Grace Bramiey, widow of Eaward Bramley, and first oe, to be rong eet = Fmd PR SR ee 
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in Dis. “pe yt ond Fire Cuay amp < Coat Co, Laurgne—Crofitens ove required, on or batons 
resent Fish their names and addresses, their debts or claims, 
P feory ‘ wick, Esq, J.P., Rochdale. Fete hp to liquidator 


| Board 
Warntnc TO INTENDING House Purcnasrrs AND Lessggs.—Before pur- Maxcuteren Newararan G3, LontenCreditr are required, on o watene Aas t, to 


‘ chasing or renting a house, have the Sani Arrangements thoroughly Heywood, 26 : 
d, just framined by an Expert from The Sanitary uchanaten Co. (Carter Bros.), | Sunpgrtaxp itovesriowat a, Go, 1 on ) in iamanes) —S rs are 




















it Out. Vietoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; | Teiuired, on or before Feb 2%, te send the a suedesland ; 
nerease po by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] o Sbebed gor claims, to Mr for liquidator » 6, Sein - 
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iditure InpustRiaL Twenty Pounps Moxey Cuvs, Fleece Hotel, Stanningley, Leeds. Feb 5 
vature, London Gazette—Fripvay, Feb. 14. L ieee Soc Royal Oak New To 
e 28th JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. a he al ax AND InvestTMENT Society, Inn, New Town, Cradley 
ig the Lourep iv CHANCERY. SPEEN AND Btia-con-Doxxsnoron Baxarre Society, Mr Jas. Freeman’s School House, 
h and Aumican Montcacs Trust, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 5, to Stock Cross, New! Feb 
pendi- god their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
luded Fay Kine, 103, Palmerston bldgs Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, solors a 
7 to liquidators 
reseed - coe, Lauren (rs (In Bae pie Of thelr debts on mon eles ee 
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Biden | Ord ri Seam reial Travell —-- aPet Feb 1 Ona Feb 10 STOR Feb 10 om Feb io anagram see 
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aiaers: Hexnry Jauts, Swansea, Plumber Feb 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd. , Swansea 

Bars.y, ‘Rosset Gopreey, ‘Gorleston, Suffolk, Surgeon 
March 3 at 10.30 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt 
Yarmouth 

Boors, Witu1am Hewry, Peterborough, Commercial 
Traveller March 2at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 
borough 

Brice, Brayarp Hexry, Hythe, Kent, Cabinet Maker 
Feb 21 at 9 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Browstow, Morrrsox, & Co, Newington Butts, 8 E Feb | 
21 at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Borcuxatt, Watters, Little Bytham, Lincs, Blacksmith | 
March 2at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Campssii, Francis Doxiup, Southampton, Gent Feb 25 
at3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Criaxtos, Geores, Belton, Suffolk, Coal Merchant Feb 22 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Comer, Ec.is, Holywell st, Strand, Bath Proprietor Feb 
2lati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cooxsox, Wriiiam, Tiverton, Devon, Jeweller Feb 21 at 
3 The Castle, Exeter 

Corz, Groncs, Burmantofts, Leeds, Miner Feb 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 

Covusox, Mary Axx, Thirsk, Yorks, Farmer Feb 24 at 
11.30 Court House, Northallerton 

Crosstey, Cnagies Piatt, Ipswich, Oil Cake Broker Feb 
2 at 12.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Dascererrecp. Arruve, Belmont place, Crouch Ead, Prin- 
ter Feb22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Exttsos, Josers, Castle Chare, Durham, Innkeeper Feb 21 
at3.3) Three Tuns Hotel, Datham 





Evass, Jous, Pwilgwaun, nr Pontypridd, Haulier Feb 24 } 


at3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Fox, Caantzs Frepenics, Halifax Feb2iati1l Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Gooowrs, » Low 1a, Canterbury, Farmer 
, King st, Maidstone 
intents yeTH, Mazraa Lecr, Southampton, Grocer Feb 
Bat3 Off Rec, 4. East st. Southampton 
Haerrze, Georcs Stay.er, Folkestone. Director Feb 21 at 
93) Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


Feb 2latil Off 








Houpes, Jonx, Bentham, Yorks, ae Feb 22 at 12 | 


120, Highgate, Kendal 
Howz, Hazter, Suatheshe, Suffolk, Farmer Feb 25 at 
12.45 Off Rec, %, Princes st, Ipswich 
Jouxstosz, Hezseer Campsewt 
21 at 7 Bankruptey bi i 













Jo Skewen, nr Neath, er Feb 
0 . 31, Alexandra rd, § 
Joszs, Wittia™. and Mazr Ass Joxes, Wrexham, Boct 
Dealers Feb 21 at 23) The Priory, Wrexham 


Tzomas, 
Feb2iat3 Ogde 


Beswick. Manchester, Bootmaker 

ehmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Yorks, Golf Pro- 

i, Manor row, Brad- 

















Caly 


“Of Bec. 





"oo Emex, U pholste 
aie Horn Hw Braintree, Eesex 
Sarre, W P. Sumex © , Pimal leo Feb2iatil Bankruptcy 

bidge, Carey as 


Srezoore, Jowan Curtos, Southport, Lancs, Insurance 


Manege FebOat2 Off Re ria st, Liver- 
ped 

Terran, Josern, Bourn, Cambs. Farmer Feb % 2t12 Off 
Ree. 5 Petty | ary. Cambridge 


Tomas, Axx Treberbert, Giam, Tailor Feb G 2t12 & 
High tt. Merthyr Trill 
Terr, Eoursn, Milton next Sittingbourne, Kent, Labourer 
Feta iis Of Bec, 9, King ot, Maidetome 
Tresre, Govece. K Furniture Dealer 
Fe Zi at 11 lane, Hull 
Wares. Hezre , iomeer Feb ZF 
ati2 Of Kee. 1. Sliver et, La 
Cuszcas, Ieonbridge 
Lim Of Eee, Chrewsbary 
Wrens, Dave, Postypridd. Cattle Dealer 
G, Bigh «. Merhyr T7448 
Wowresert. Roerer Jous, Soathec Bake a FebD at 2 
OR Be. Cambridge Jascticn. Porte: 





Grocer Feb 22 at 


Pe % at 2 


peste ATION 





Vena: , toms, Wettivvsrne ri. Varntivary, (al Merchant 





Mgt PA Paw Are 
oe, tceere. Berton om Trent, Cia faster 
Rare Tent FAP il Odi 

Rerest. Kecmexs Beoer Heicree vwembyrre 





iit VPgmoth FPA FA ie Ori Ve iz 


-eassaes, W si, Watt mrmgh. Vihging jure Keyes 
ae SAE FA ve ti Cri Ve 12 

been. 48, Vath, tite Vath VAsan iz Ori Pe 
x2 


Eston, Basmsss Gan, Lata, Unsied S nati 
imaler Seats Velvet Ve ji 


ne! , nwt Une, byes, Fh Cite Yh Syn 
We FAs ‘ret, Oe, 
east, Dara sows, Mere y Ty Gh, Hosier Mertiyt 


Tx FAveti wntlte 

Vane), W sivrn, wenn, Ford twemma VA Ve i 
nh Fe bi 

DV anne, Iomawy:, (ser Votes, Cth Virgen tae 
th Athy 2 nt the 2 


Gaynor, Ettex, Bridport, Dorsetshire, Fish Dealer Dor- 
chester Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
Harpine, Witi1am, Camberwell High Court Pet Jan 10 


Ord Feb 11 

Ha RE, Grorce, Skipworth, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Feb 
7 Ord Feb 12 

| Hanpee, Asranam, Leeds, Carter Leeds Pet FebS Ord 
Feb 8 


| ase, Witiram Heyry, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Joiner 
Nottingham Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 . 
Harvey, Georce, St George’s in the East, Grocer High 
Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
Hawsesworto, Marrna Lucy, Southampton, Grocer 
Southampton Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
Herrer, Georcr Stanuey, Folkestone, Director Canter- 
bury Pet Nov 30 Ord Feb 10 
Horiey, Wiiu1am. Walsall, Staffs, School Board Officer 
Walsall Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
| Howz, Harvey, Stradbroke, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet 
Feb12 Ord Feb 12 
| Hvtwe, James, Parrs Unsworth, Manchester, Farmer 
Bolton Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 
| Isaacs, Henry Isaac, Birkenhead, Commission Agent 
| Birkenhead Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 
| Insutt, Ricuarp, Ombersley, Worceste Market Gardener 
Worcester Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 
Jenkins, Water, Carmarthen, Pn a Carmarthen Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Feb 10 
Jexxrxs, Henry Wixcxwortns, Norfolk House, Victoria 
Embankment, Wine Merchant High Court Pet Jan 
2 Ord Feb 8 
Jongs, Wituiam, and Mary Ayn Joyes, Wrexham, Boot 
Dealers Wrexham PetJan20 Ord Feb 10 
Kixe, Gzorce Cor, Gt Dover st, Horsedealer High Court 
Pet Janil Ord FebSs 
Laye, Atsert Epwanp, and Tuomas Witiiam Lane. 
= an Builders Birmingham Pet FebS Ord 
Feb 12 


Hory, Tuomas, Drybeck, Westmoreland, Fame Farnese 
Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 1 

JEFFERIES, FREDERICK fe Batley, Y, Yorks, Bod 
Broker Dewsbury Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Jennines, Georce, Craig’s Court, Charing Crogg 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord Feb 14 En 

Jones and Brurr, a ~~ Paper Merchants High Com 

ones, Tuomas, um - ‘lint, Farmer Ba: 

15 Ord Feb 15 ngor Betta 

Jones, Tuomas, Abergwilly, Carmarthen, Coal Merch 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Laycock, James, Hunslet, Leeds, Manufacturer ley 
Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 13 

Lewis, Vinson, a Glam, Tailor Pontypridi 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Mercaant, WILLIAM, Pouty pridd, * me Manager Ponty. 
pridd Pet Feb15 Ord Feb1 

Miter, Joun, Ashford, 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Newman, Aprauau, Porten rd, West Kensingtos, Teweller 
High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Feb1: 

Parsons, Joan Francis, West Norwood, Surrey, Clow. 
man HighCourt Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Piorzker, Davin, Leeds, Butcher Manchester Pet Feb 
15 Ord Feb 15 

Pourracnt, Paut Prato, Manchester Manchester Px 
Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Puxry, Caar.es, Brynmawr, peeamy Confectioner Ty. 
degar Pet Feb13 Ord Feb1l 

Quick, Josern, Plymtree, al Bootmaker Exeter 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Rosinsoy, Kexpaut, Blyth, Northumbrid, Jourmlig 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

RosenTHaL, Jutius Lozwe, Southampton st, Fitzroy 9, 
High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 13 

Suortuouse, Nevitte, Sackville st, eee. Surgeon 
High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 1: 


Lyrxcor, Witt1aMm, Malpas, Cheshire, Plumber Nantwich { nena, ae SmirH, Morley, a Milliner’s Assistaz: 


Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 11 

McCaysy, Tuomas, Manchester, Bootmaker 
Pet Febi11 Ord Feb 11 

McKeay, Axprew Epwarp, Grafton st, Old Bond st, W 
High Court Pet Oct17 Ord Feb 12 

Mircse.y, Joszpx Henry, and Epwarp Couige, St Pauls 
ow Tailors High Court Pet Jan28 Ord 

eb 12 

Moereas, Stepxes Witiram, Carmarthen, Fruiterer Car- 
marthen Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Newsoon, Witire Georce, Calverley, Yorks, Golf Profes- 
sional Bradford Pet Febi1l Ord Feb 11 

Pess. Caantes Esesxezer, Vestry rd, Walthamstow, 
Builder High Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Piscupece, Kent, York bldgs, Adelphi, Architect High 
Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Feb 12 

Pcatt, James, Ashton under Lyne, Money Lender Ashton 
under Lyne PetJan2) Ord Feb8 

Pocock, Heessert Liuewetys, St Leonards on Sea, School 
Principal Hastings Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 10 

Precious. Jous, Leeds, Blacksmith York Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 


Manchester 


; WoRRALL, 


Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Sucpex, Wi.tiam Avsert, Halifax, Coal Merch 
Halifax Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Tuomas, Davin, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor Swamy 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 14 
Tuomas, Hersert, Rermondsey ae rd, Butcher High 
Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb1 
Tompains, J G, Billitersq High Court 
Feb 13 
Wetcu, Henry Georce, Bristol, Boot Dealer Brad 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Witxiysoy, Janz, Castleford, Yorks Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 12 
Wituiams, Joun, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Grocer Bange 
Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
Wituiam, Latchford, Cheshire, Butcher 
Warrington Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Amended notice substituted for that penn in the 
London Gazette of Feb. 


Canrz, Ranpte Tuomas, Coalbrookdale, ‘Balop, Parma 
Madeley Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 12 


Pet Nov 2 Oni 


Leeds 





Saaws, Isaac Mispes, Stroud, Master Tailor Gloucester 
Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Spexcer, Cuarctes, Belper, 
Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Srvaet, Baer, Scarborough, Comedian Scarborough Pet 
Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Tatra, Joseru, Bourn, Cambs, Farmer Cambridge Pet 
Feb 1 11 Ord Feb li 

Taomas, Janes, Swansea Swansea Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 
11 





s 

Tcrr, Eoucyp, Milton next Sittingbourne, Kent, Labourer 
Rochester Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 

Tcesze, Georce Eowis, Newport, Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Varer, Feaxcis, Darlington, Durham, Painter Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb10 Ord Feb li 

Waxv, Feascis Witttam, Matlock Bath, Derbyshire, 
Bute her De by Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Warsz, Merthyr Tydfil, Picture Frame Maker 
Merthyr Tatil Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Witarss, Witttam, Prior Hardwick, Warwickshire, 
Sener Warwick Pet Feb 10 Orda Feb 10 

W..ococe, Kowarp, Onett, Yorks, Leather Dresser 
Dewsbury Pet Febio Ord Feb 11 


mended notice substituted for that pubticeed in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Feb. 4: 
Vice, Witttam Groner, Ashford, Kent, Builder Canter- 
bury PetJan® Ord Jan 31 





London Gastte-—Tossvar, Veb. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acexasoen, Besiautx, Hightown. Manchester, Small- 
ware Dealer Manchester Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 14 
Acerasven, Preaton, lanes, Licensed Victu- 

aller Prestom Vet Feb is Ord Feb 4 
Baconaw, Tunas Atevar Gannurr, Savile Town, nr 
D wat ary, Yroiterer Dewsbury Pet Feb 14 Ord | 


Asutemss 





Banus i i” H, Northampton, 
Pt Jan®% Ord Veb 11 

be wn, Caaniva Pussy, LAttle Shelford, Cambridge- | 
shire, Vaker Cambridge Pet Ve 15 Ord Fob 15 
ny, i, HeAtora Hilt 14, Valham, Baker Wandaworth 
Pet Jan Ord Ve 14 

janwer?, Dawes Virzecnaty, HuttAhk ot, Pall Mall, J 
High Court YAtdan® Ord Ve i 

yeiwrern, Wis Ann, VortAinorwic, Carnarvonshire, Varmer 
tango VAsSanH Orda Ve 4 
ms Gen Wisse. Layumetone, Commercial 
Gere Nigh Crate PAVIA Ora Ve ih 

i Hiner & ton, Vortetract, Leeds, Tailor Waketiaeld Vet 
jan it Ona Ven 

ice, Vaevenn, MAtingiam Ndingham Pet Veb 16 
O94 Ve 14 

Mernian, demavn, Vehtord, Viandore Dealer Wigh | 
yes, Va dane nA i } 


Draper Northampton 


Derby, Grocer Derby Pet | 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALExaNperR, Bensamin, Manchester, Smallware Dede 
Feb 26 at 2.45 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Mancheme 

Bacsuaw, Tuomas Atpert Garsurr, Dewsbury, Fraiter 
Feb 25at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Baitrainx, ALrrev Georce, Birmingham, School Proprie 
tor Feb 26at1l1 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Bevuyt, Joseru, Burton on Trent, Clothing Maoufactae 
Feb 25 at 2.30 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Buck, Percy Georoe, Euston rd, Toolmaker Feb Bat ll 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Canrinotron, Anruus, Luton, Tailor Feb 25 at 12 Of 
Rec, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Craytros, Tuomas Henry, Maldon, Essex, Saddler Fes 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Cooke, Isapecua, and ALrrep CLayson, Alde rshot, Hants, 
Butchers Feb 27 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Bridge 

Danssonoucu, Exiza, Blackpool March 6 at 2.30 Of 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Davins, WitttaM Antu My Llandilo, Cabinet Maker Fé 
2 at12.40 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, C Jarmarthen 

Frovixns, Sanan Soruta, Birmingham, School Pa 
ge Feb 23 at 14 23, Colmore row, Birming 
14m 

Fisnen, Ropinson, Calve stley, Yorks, Cab Proprietor Fé 
27 at ll Off Re $1, Manor row, Bradford 

Fur, Geonce Gun HAM, Boxmoor, Herts, Auctions 
Feb 256 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Groner, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Woollen Mahufactam 
Feb 26 at12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Guanine, Joun Kowano, Horfield, Glos, Commmertal 
Traveller Feb 26at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbes, Com 
at, Briatol 

Hanvina, Witt1am, Grosvenor pk, Camberwell FebOe 
2.0 Bankruptoy bldgs, Carey st 

Hauxsion, Joun Witt1am, Doncaster, Beedamin Fab 
at 2.40 Off Rec, Vigtree lane, Shettield 

Hannian, Witttam Henny, Nottingham, Joiner Feb Oe 
12 Off Rec, Bt Peter's Church walk, Nottinghats 

Hauvey, Geonan, St UMrge ut, St George's in the Kat, 
Grocer Feb 2 at 12 Hankrupte y silos Carey & 

Hoven, Hicnanv, Bawtry, Yorks, Agricultural I nplomeas 
Maker Feb Hats Off flea, Figtree lane, Shy 

Hurnn«, James, Unaworth, nt Manchester, Varmer Fa ® 
at ii 16, Wood at, Molton 

Ineuis, Hienanv, Omberaey, , Mate 
Gardener Veb “7 at 11,00 pena 
at, Worcester 

Sunnis, Gwitvn, Merthyr Tydfil, LAconsed Victualler va 
Matiz wh, Migh wt, Merthyr ‘Tydfil 

JSuuninn, Wareun, Carmarthen, Jeweller Fob 26 at it on 
Slee, 4, Queen wt, Carmarthen 

Jounn Huon, Uirmingham, House Furnishers Feb neu 
44, Colmore row, Wirmingham 

Liavu, Taouan, Nadnorshire, Grocer Veb 26 at 1 a 
thee Lianidlows 


Worcestershire 
OW Hea, 46, © 


Kent, Hotel Keeper Canterbury : 

















































































































Bacsaaw. 
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Feb 1: 
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‘anager Ponty. 


per Canterbury 


ington, Jeweller 
Surrey, 
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lanchester Py 
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oom 
rst, Fiteroy 
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Maggs, Bess ante, Shofheld, Draper Feb.25at2 Off Rec, 
a Wriu14M, Birmingham, Beer Retailer Feb 

a STEEN Colmore row, Birmingham 

mam, Aysprew, Consett, Durham, Plasterer Feb 28 at 

Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

an LEs, Tokenhouse bldgs, Fstate Broker Feb 27 

Se Sankrupt tey bldgs, Carey st 

Josern Guenxny, Gt Portland si, — Maker 


Ph 
at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sg eben Esenezer, Vestry =) Walthamstow, 


Builder Feb 7s? Bankruptcy bldge 
Ports, Joux, Macclesfield, Hay Dealer Feb 25at 11 Off 
Ree, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
Qmcx fosePH, Plymtree, Devon, Boot Maker Feb 27 at 
j x er Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
dl Grorce Tuomas, Aston juxta Birmingham, 
Brazier Feb 27 at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Romsox, CHARLES CoLLeTT, Wolvercote, Oxfords, Builder 
Feb 28at 3. Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 
Sanvet, Totnes, Devon, Carriage Builder Feb 
%at3 10, Atheneum terrace, Plymouth 
Spsxcen, CHARLES, Belper, Derbys, Gooun Feb 26 at 12 
Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Srasues, Aory "SurrH, Morley, Yorks. Milliner’s Assistant 
Feb27at11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 
sw, Patrick, Burradon, Northumbrid, Butcher 
Feb 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


9 Cranleigh, Surrey Feb 27 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Topp, Georcr Francis, Derby, Builder Feb 25 at12 Off 
Ree, 40, St Mary’s gt, Derby 

Wasp, Francis Wittiam, Matlock Bath, Derby, Butcher 
Feb 26.at 2.30 Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gt, Derby 

Wren, Hexzy Georce, Bristol, Boot Dealer Feb 26 at 
13.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st. Bristol 

West, OWEN STEPHEN, Cowley, Oxford, Timber Merchant 
Feb 25 at 3 Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 

Wuxis, Witt1am, Priors Hardwick, Warwick, Farmer 
Feb 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Wuarssox, Jane, Leeds Feb 26 at 12 Off Rec 22, Park 
row. s 

Wuuians, Witiran, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 27 at 12.15 Eagles Hotel, Llanrwst 

Wooncock, Eowarp, Ossett, Yorks, Leather Dresser Feb 

%atil Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Amended notice substituted for that —* in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Feb. 1 


Hawaeswortu, Mantua Lucy, Giomueentead Grocer Feb 
MBat3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aurxanpgr, Brxsamin, Manchester, Smallware 
Manchester Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
Aspsrsoy, ALEXANDER, Preston, Lancs, Licensed Victu- 
aller Preston Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Dealer 


Bacsaaw, Tuomas Atsert Garsutt, Savile Town, nr | 
Dews 


= bury, Fruiterer Dewsbury. Pet Feb 13 Ord 

13 

Broeury, Wittiam Eowanp, and Epwarp ALuINGHAM, 
Willesden lane, Kilburn, Provision Dealers High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Burrrary, ALrrep GrorGe, Birminghom, School Proprie- 
tor Birmingham Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 14 

Brows, Jonx, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham Pet 
Febé Ord Feb 14 

Bevize, CrarLes Pariir, Little Shelford, Cambridgeshire, 
Baker Cambridge Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 


Canpseit, Francis Donaxn, Southampton, Gent 
pton Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 14 


Casainotox, Arruur, Luton, Beds, Tailor Luton Pet 
Febé Ord Feb 15 
» Murvocu, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Draper 


Tredegar Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 13 
Fivporr, Grorck Rongrr, West Norwood 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Feb 14 
, Harry, Leiguton Buzzard, 
Jan 2 Ord Feb 1 
Gexxive, Joun Eowanp, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb i4 
Haynox, Gronax Wu. LiAM, Leytonstone, Commercial 
k High Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 19 
Hexsuax, Henay Dexren, Finsbury cireus, Land Agent 


High Court 


Draper Luton Pet 


Commercial Traveller 


Cours Pet Oct 10 Ord Feb 15 
Berwoon, Ceci, Russell aq, Insurance Agent High Court 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb l4 
kpenick, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 


DAY, James Davin Warrson, Poplar, House Decorator 
Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 
Hoax, Thomas, Drybeck, Westmrld, Pasar Kendal Pet 
Ss Ord Feb 15 
Jorrs, Francia, Birmingham, te Furnisher 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 
Joux, South Norwood, 


Birming- 


j Croydon Pet 


Yan2i Ord Feb 19 
18, Vinson, Sonbendach, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd 
Pet Fed 14 | Ord Feb 1 
Mrcavray, Donan, Hirminuham, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Deo 11 Ord’ Feb 
Marae, Jour, Ashford, Kent, Hotel Keeper Canterbury 
Woo Pet Feb is Ord Veb 4 
Ray, Tuomaa, Birmingham, My arehouweman Birnings 
p Pet Feb 10 Ord Keb 1} 
ABoNS, Jonw Francia, Weat ee Surrey, Colour 
ae High Court Pot Feb 1 Ord eb 14 
“ken, Davin, Leeds, Buteher Manchester Tet Meb 
% Ord Fed 15 
«seal Pavt Paavo, Keral, nt Manchester Man 


chester Pot Feb 16 Ord eb I 
Perea, Winuian Ramanen, Dilliter bidus, TMlliter at 


Traits 
save Broker High Court Pet Jan Wi 


Ont Bob te 








Feb. 28.—Messrs. Extis & Sox, at the Mart at 2. 


Poxty, Cari Brynmawr, Brecon, Confectioner 
Tredegar Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 
Quick, Epwarp, avenue, Streatham, Civil 


Engineer High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 15 

Quick. Josepn, Plymtree, Devon, Bootmaker Exeter Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb14 

Rostmyson, Kenpaut, Rlyth, Bates, Journalist 
Newcastle on Tyne PetFebi4 Ord Feb 1 

Suetpvon, Joux, Leek, Staffs, Silk TR he td 

field Pet Febil Ord Fe eb 15 

Srasixs, Amy Surre, Morley, Yorks, Milliner’s Assistant 
Leeds Pet Feb 13 Feb 13 

Srreet, Eowarv, Henry Witiiam Cooxsey, and James 
Wricnut, Clerkenwell rd, Bookbinders High Court 
Pet Jani7 Ord Feb 12 

Suepex, Wituiam Apert, Halifax, Coal Merchant 
Halifax Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 1 ri 

Taruam, Henry Evwarp, and Geratp Hamittoyx Tarsau 
Tokenhouse bldgs, Stock Brokers i Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Feb 14 

Tage, Sete , Cranleigh, Surrey Guildford Pet Feb 4 
0 2 

TrowsripGe, Lewis JosgrH, Green lanes, Stoke Newing- 
a9 Commission Agent High Court Pet Nov9 Ord 
Feb 13 

Wuiraker, Hewyry, Ainsdale, Lanes, Stock Broker Liver- 

1 Peb Jan 23 Ord Feb 15 
Wicxrsson, Jase, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


Wituams, Joun, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Wituiams, Tuomas, Cardiff, Tailor’s Cutter Cardiff Pet 
Feb10 Ord Feb 11 

Worratt, Witiiam, Latchford, Cheshire, Butcher - War- 
rington PetFeb13 Ord Feb 13 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Sworper, Jous, Westmill Bury, Buntingford, Herts, 
Farmer Cambridge Adjud March 18, 1895 Annul 
Jan 29, 1896 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 26.—Messrs. Max & Rowpey, at the Mart at 2, 
Business Premises, 14 and 16, Great Portland-street, and 
1, 2, and 3, Great Castle-street, W., close to Oxford- 
circus, and also Ground Lease (45 years torun) of 146, 
Oxford-street (see advertisement on p. 4, January 25). 

Feb. 26.—Mr. Ernest Owens, at the Mart at 2, ~~ 
Ground-rents upon lences, Residential Flats, &c. 
and also Shop Property Investments at Finchley-road, 
N.W. (see advertisement on p. 3 of this number). 

Feb. 27.—Messrs. Striusox & Sons, at the Mart at 2, Free- 
hold Ground-rents in one collection, secured upon 
property at West Kensington, and also in another col - 
ection, upon property at Twickenham (see advertise- 
ment on p. 3, Feb. 15). 

Feb. 27.—Messrs. Drer, Sox, & Hitron, at the Mart at 2, 
in one lot, properties at Chipping Barnet, Lewisham, | 
Brockley, Camden Town, and Brighton (see advertise- 
ment on p. 3, Feb. 15). 

Free- 

hold Interest of £75 in a Freehold. Ground-rent of 

£300 per annum, secured on premises in Bu w, 

City, and also Freehold Building, 3, Distaff-lane, 

Cannon-street (see advertisement, p. 3 of this number). 








All: letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


| Wacron & Laz, 





by the name of the writer. 


Extra crown 8vo, 12s. 6d. net. 


By Dr. J. T. LAWRENCE, 
Tecturer in Maritime Law at the Royal Naval College, 
Greenwich. 


og Sr Wet. annoene ete Sie hes 20 in ORs 
._. avery able book by Mr. Lawrence on Inter- 
waved tet ” 


MACMILLAN & CO., LIMITED, LONDON. 
THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
pal: Ma. J, CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honours 


Oxon " 
Tutors: A Nomeer or Hieu-crass Hosoves Geapvares 








Address: Taz Parscirat, Pn tok CLasszs, 
27, Cuascery-iaye, W.C 
ANTED, Partnership, or Managi 
Clerkship possible view to same, in firm 
good ‘essional x \wertiser, aged 30; very 


supervision both 
Sroma, 12, Gerald-road, iste cguane, S.W. 





SOLICITORS and ag aE eng in 


room; rent, ‘£150 per annum, toi 
Apply to E. Bromxey, 43, Bedford-row, ‘London, ¥ L. 








WANIED. Rent Collection, by Certificated 
settlements ; epost ns &, 
Baim, s.W. 


GoLtcrrors. TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTU RE-HOLDERS.—Traders’ Busimesses 
carried on and realized to best 


; #2 years” expen- 
ence.—Izargp & Izanp, Auctioneers, V: Accoun- 
Gracechurch-street, Landoa. 


“and 





BE LET, at a moderate rental, with 

immediate > 
OFFICES on three Moors, cn’narth side of Linens ase- 
tields ; Me mpeg amy L in one of which are two large fire- 
proof ‘safes) back rooms; sanitary arramrements 
excellent.—For particulars A. Resasp Sucre & 
Gone, 8, Leeivoee Gam, 





|  ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring el 


price given for Qid Point and Modern Real 


pan &e.--Harwano’s, 166 aad 1S, 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that | Oxford-ctreet, W. Estabtished 1770. 


application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, te trapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, Soxnrerrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 


at the office—cloth, 2s, Md, Ralf law calf, 





58 6d. 





went age.” 


(SLATRR'S). 


wn, Colegeaphic Address, Diwanoe, Landen, 


Mr, Bf Slater is the | ad omnes Detective of the pre- 


“ar Opies Times. 

DETECTIVE 
OFFICES | 

The oenly acknowledged Estab- | 


aadon (vide prem) ¢ for Diverse aed | 
7 Pemale and Mele Detectives, 
free, Noa | 


Spent ‘Buarea, Manager, 


Cehenent in the 
making seoret Inquires 





1, Rasinghall-atrect, London, RB, 
PAS. Soot in every a ellis iad ds 


Divorve Court for the paat ma tine yeara, 


; 
| 


| To Her 





ir WPEWRITING. -—Absolutely correct and 
tial x 
‘ aw trcreat, Polytechnic High Scheel, 
TIYHE NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT ©O., LIMITED. FPoeaded Ir. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS ( Absotete and Qoetie~ 
gent), LIFE INTERESTS, POLKIBS, aad 
ANNUITIBS Purchased, 
The Company pays al? & ewe Costs of Perches. 
Apply to Srcxneranr, &, QM Rread-ctreet, London, B.C. 


EDE AND SON, 





RORES FOR QUREN’S COUNSRL AND BARRISTERS. 
and Go for Tower 
we 
ai Gee ht ee 
| Corporation aodes, Universityand (Yeryy Gewes, 
BSTABLISERD 1a. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsurrus anp Sriversmirus, 17 ann 18, Prccapmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 


GracecuuRcH-sTREET, Cornutt, Lonpon, E.C., beg 


respectfully’ to announce that they AccURATELY 


appraiss the above for the Lea Prorsssion ‘or purcHasE the sams for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





HCENTX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBarp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuartne-cross, Loxrpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W. C. Macpowatp, 
F. B. Macpowatp, 


Joint 
ries. 


‘Special Advantages to Private Insurers. _ 
THE IMPERIAL iwysvpance company 
tmarep, FIRE, 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 


General Manager. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED 
(EstTasiisHed 18238), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life "\ sewests, and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money — = Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 
yard. Coleman-street. 


ADVANCES ON ——— AT FIVE 
CENT. INTEREST 


== BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 


to make Advances on approved FRE. 
HOLD LEASEHOLD HOUSES an SHOPS, leo 
le in one sum or by 


on LICENSED HOUSES, repayab 
any ts, without notice. — Apply to Francis 
i omeanene. Manager, Birkbeck Bank, Southampton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1561. 


BIRKBECK BANK 


dings, Chancery-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 


on WO per CENT on < on demand. 
ACCOUNTS, on the 
mininon hae bye when not = below £100. 
5 purchased and sold 


SAVINGS DEPA DEPARTMENT. 
Por the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
eS a eat clone intaet menthiy en each 














BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCRO SCROFT, Manager. 
Grt*s COMPANY’S YACHTING 

CRUISES 
For PALESTINE, EGYPT, &e, 
The Steamship “ GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, will 
Passengers at Virta Feaxca on the 4th March, 
and then proceed to Pateeno, Taouminxa, Sawtonix, Bev- 
nocr (for Damascus), Hama, Jarra (for Jerusalem), 
ae ae oe in april, and Lands Gipmattag, 
arriving at Piymouth 16th A zmdon 17th April. 

Pamengers from London should leave by the 11 o relock 
am. ry 3rd March, reaching Villa Franca 3 p.m, 

Por G GREECE, CONSTANTINOPLE, &c. 

The “ LUSITANIA,” 3,377 tons register, will Loxpox 
Bist March for a 47 days’ Cruise, visiting Ginzavran, 
Marasoa, Patezno, Marta, Karaxow, Navetia, Pizxvs 
for ), Datos, Burns, Comstaxtixor.n, Saxtosis, 
Ts, fasten, arriving at Plymouth 15th May, and 
London ith Kk 

Yor SICILY, VENICE, CORFU, ALGEBRLA, &c. 

The “GARONNE” leaves London 22nd April, returns 
Sth May. 

Mring band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 

Managers: P. Green & ( a. m, Andersou, & Co. 


For of the ab A. poe i 
porve of later cruises tk 

the Foy oma 56, Fenchurch-avenue, Loadun, E Be. os ; 

to the West-cad Branch Utlice, 16, Cockepur-strect, bs. . 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.8. (Enz.) 
TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH 





BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND TAE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864, 

For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 

FF a ago culting Bhiyeiet the above. Highly 

cian : Sir BENJAMIN 

WARD ) RICHARDSON Me D., FRCP Medical Attend- 


ant: Dr. J.8 i A ent —For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. THeoBap, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


i Baa. alias 


Ev uisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
oe shortest notice. 











oa BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA .~ a op fee ag 
printed in the S, DEBENTURES, 
Fara sy SHARE CER a. DEBENTURES, 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. “No Barge 1 for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
|» ‘aamenal AND 00S Al SAUCE. 
SOURS, ~ PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 
 ‘eremed ‘MEATS and YORK and GAME 

PIES, also +e 
| ammsatieal OF BEEF, BEEF ‘KA, 
’ pUrtLe ‘SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


WQPECIALITIES for INVALILDS. 
CAUTION -—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
~ TTTLE STANHOPE STREET. MAYPATE R. 


ror TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION .— 
i Open at 9 a.m. during the Summer Months. 
Wonderful Additions. Book direct to Baker-street Station. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Just added :-—The 





King of Spain, Queen of . Richly-arranged 
Drawing-room Tableau. Magn t Dresses, Superb 
Costumes, Coty Sie, Relics, Grand Promenade. htful 
music all day ‘ew songs, solos, &c. Special refreshment 
aomenguenetinn. Popular prices. Every convenience and 
ce 


M4D4ue TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station.—JABEZ SPENCER BAL- 
FOUR. THE LIBERATOR FAILURE, eee. =. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Admission, 
children under 12, 64, 5 roving 6d. MADAME, 


TUSSAUDS EXHIDITL 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS 
The £5 5s. 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD = ook BY ALL SOLICITO! 
UNTANTS, &o. * 


It is the most acne at and durable yet offered to thy 
ession. 
€ four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with 
ae he and four compartments in each. Scoureliy 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Locks. Size, 20in. by 13in. by 1g), 








Mounted on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mountings, 


N.B.—A Second-hand Triple Nest, consisting of twelve 
semtge ed deed boxes on stand, patent locks, and duplicate 
keys, £13; carriage paid in England. Also the “ City” 

deed a ‘6in. by 12in. tin. by 10in., at 10s. 6d, nett cash. 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address) 


E BREAKFAST- “Se S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


C 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Work 
Every desoription of Printing—large or small, 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL Newpay® 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 





OContracty entercd into, 
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